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PERSONNEL AND BACKGROUND DlFFERENeES 
IN ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTtVENESS 



L EVTRODUeHDN 

Organizational effecnven^ HajTbeen^'and continues to^be, of ^riine^nter^ to all 
types of or^nizations. Empirically assessing organizational effectiveness has been wrought with 
difficulty in that no ultimate criterion exists. A contingency approach lo organizational effectiveness 
considers effectiveness to be a function of the nsanager^ the situational environment, and the 
criterion of success (Hendrix, 1976; Wofford, 1971). Within this framework, no one criterion of 
effectiveu^ is postulated; rather, many criteria may be appropriate depending on the other 
components of the model (i.e^ the situation and the manager). Many researchers have noted that 
organizations operate within this type of modeh Organizations have a variety of often contradictory 
goals (Cameron, 1978; Dubin, 1976; Perrow, 1970). Effectiveness criteria at one organizational 
level may differ from those at other ievek (Priv<:e, 1972: Veick, 1977), and criteria appropriate at 
one point in time may be less appropriate at later times. 

This technical report focuses on research conducted using a contingency model of 
organizational effectiveness. Four criteria related to organizational effectiveness were used as 
dependent variables when performing analyseis to determine significant differences between 
Background Information response options. The Background Information items were from the 
Organizational Assessment Package (0.\P), which is a survey for identifying^ organizational 
strengths and weaknesses. The development of this survey was previously reported by Hendrix and 
Halverson (1979). The QAP was developed for use by the Air Force Leadership and Management 
Development Center (LMDC). Maxwell AFB, Alabama. The mission of LMDC includes (a) 
providing consultative services to Air Force commanders, (b) providing leadership and management 
training to Air Force personnel in their work environment, and (c) performing research in support 
of (a) and (b). The LMDC consultative role involves organizational probiem area identification and 
recommendations for reducing or eliminating problems identified. The OAP was designed to meet 
these LMDC objectives. 



a METHOD 

Sample 

Data were collected by .\ir Force consultants who administered the Organizational Assessment 
Package at selected Air Force installations to all available personnel. The sample consisted of 4786 
subjects (military and civilian) at five .\ir Force bases representing six major commands. The 
>ample s composition was (a) 2% high school non^aduates. 39% high school graduates or general 
equivalency diploma (GED) certified, 37% some college work. 9% bachelor degrees, 6% some 
j;radiiate work. 6% master degrees, 1% doctoral degrees; (b) 78% white, 10% black. 5% hispanic. 
7% listed as other than while, black or hispanic: (c) 86% males. 14% females; (3) 17% officers, 
OOVii airmen, and 17% rivilian>. 
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The pAP used for data collection consisted of 16 Background Information items and 149 
attitudinal items. The attitudinal items were 7 point (some contained a G poinc for ^not applicable^ 
responses) Likert scales which measiired areas related to the job, one s supervisoxvtbe-organizational 
climate, the perceived productivity of one's work group, and satisfaction. 

Piocedoie 

In a previous study (Hendrix and Halverson, 1979), 21 orthogonaily rotated fictoYs were 
extracted during factor analysis of the 149 attitudinal items. Four of these bctors were selected as 
dependent vanables for the present study. They were: General Organizational Climate, 

• Organizational Communications Climate, job Related Satisfaction, and Perceived Productivity. 
Factor scores were generated for each of these four factors. Each subject's factor score for each factor 
served as the dependent variable in a series of oneway and two-way analyses of variance (ANOVAs)- 
Cell size was unequal in many of the analyses performed during this r^earch effort; when cell sizes 
are unequal, many different hypotheses can be t^ted. This r^earch tested hypotheses with unequal 
cell size the same way as is traditionally accomplished for equal cell designs. For example, main 
effects hypotheses for a 2 x 3 design using dot notation to^ represent rows and columns would be 
written: 

H1:Mk =M2.. 
/ H2: M J ^fi^ 

Carlson and Timm (1974) and Speed and Hocking (1976) discuss the hypotheses tested under 
various procedures when cell sizes are unequal. For main effects found significant, simple main 
effects were performed. Significant simple main effects were. In turn, analyzed by Newman-Keuls 

• Sequential Rsnge Tests to identify at a given level of a factor specific means that were significantly 
different. Table 1 lists those Background Information items that were analyzed and includes item 
numbers and the reponse options for each item. 

The following one-way ANOVAs were performed for items: 3, 4, 7 to 12, and 14 to 16. In 
addition, data which had been collected on subject/s Major Command of Assignment, Organizational 
Level, and Work Group Code were also analyzed using a onenvay ANOVA. 

Four two-way ANOVAs were performed for the following items: (a) 1 x 2 (Classification by 
Grade), (b) 1 x 5 (Classificauon by Race), (c) 1 x 6 (Classification by Sex), and (d) 6 x 13 (Sex by 
Communication). 

\ Wt RESUL15 AND DSCXJSSUN' 

Results arc reported first for one-way ANOVAs. Each Background Information itcin's results 
arc reported for each of* the four dependent variables: General Organizational ClimatC) 
Organizational Communications Climate, Job Related Satisfaction, and Perceived Productivity. 
Then the twp*way ANOVAs are reponed for each of the four dependent variables. Newzian-Keuls 
Sequential Range Tests were performed at the -05 level of significance. Detailed results of each 
analysis are provided in Appendix A to V. 




Table 1 . Backgiouad hfonnation Items 



hr m hr n hem bem 

Nr Steitinem Nr Stitciiient 



I. V oil Are An: 

1. Offirrr 

2. Airman 

X Civilian (CS) 

i, (iivilian (wage employee) 

.'>. NonTApprupriati-d Fund 
(NAF) rmplovee 

6. Others 

_* ^ our (^radr Level Is: 

1. 1-3 

2. 4-5 

1. 6-7 

r.. 10-12 

(>. 13-15 

7. 16 or higher 

< Total Month> in This Organization Is: 

\ . Lesti than I month 

2. More than I month. Less than 6 months 
■i. Mure than 6 months, L«ss than 12 months 
V. More (han 12 mon:hs. Less than 18 months 
5. Mure than 18 months. Less than 24 months 
<}. More than 2% months. Less than 36 months 
7! More than 36 months 

t. TuVjI Months Experience in Present Joi> \si 

1. Less than I month 

2. More than I month. Less than 6_ months. 

3. More than 6 months. Less than 12 months 
i. More than 12 months. Less than 18 months 

5. Morf than 18 months. Less than 24 months 

6. Mbrr than 21 months. Less than 36 months . 

7. Mori- than 36 months 

V Voiir Rare l>: 

|. \m«-riraii Indian or Alaskan native 

2; Asian or Pari fir Islander 

3. Hlark. not of Hispanir Origin 

\. Hispanir 

5: U hitr. not of ni>panir Origin 

6. Ojhrr^ 

t> ^ our Sr\ Is: 

I. Mah- 

± <-riiiuli- 

V ^ our Iligp**>l Kdiiratiohal Lrvfl Obtained is: 

1. Ni>n high .s4-lt<>ol graduate 

2. High X hool graduate nr CEI) 

3. >ouii* «l>llrgr \%(-rk 
I. B:irli«*li>r\ drgrrr 

.'i. Sonir graduate work. 

6. M joh'rV drgh'r 

• I ^iit'loral drgriT 



8. Highest Level of Professional. Military Education 
(Residence or Correspondence): 

0. None or not applicable 

1. NCO Orieji tat ion Course or L'SAF 
supervisor Course (NCO Phase I or 2) 

2. NCO Leadership School (NCO Phase 3) 

3. NCO Academy (Phase 4) 

4. Senior NCO Academy (Phase 5) 

5. Squadron OfHcer School 

6. Ifltemiediate Service School. (Officer) 

7. Senior Service Schoo! (Officer) (i.e.. Air 
War College) 

9. How many People. Do. you Directly Superviie (i:e.. 
Those You Write Performance Repor!s On): 

1. None 

2. 1 to 2 

3. 3 to 5 

4. 6 to 8 

5. 9 to 12 

6. 13 to 20 

7. 21 or more 

10. Does Your Supe^vvsor Actually Write Your 
Performance Report? 

I. Yes 

2: No 

1 1. Your Work Requires You To Work Primarily: 

1. Alone 

2. With one..or Ivio people 

3. As a small group team member 

1. As a large group team member (6 or more 
people) 

5. Other 

12. How Stable Are Your Work Hours? 
t. Highly stable'TOutine 8 hrs 

2. Very stable.-nearly. r.outiiie.8 hrs a. day 

3. Moderately stable-shift work which 
periodically changes 

t. S.li§^hily unstable .irregular working hours . 
5. - Highly unstable -frequent TDYs, frequently 
on call 

13. Your Job Requires How Much Communication 
Between Workers' 

1. Vrry little 

2. I.iltie . 
.3. Moderate 

4. Very fri*queni 

5. Almost continuous 
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table 1 [Continued) 



Nr 



11. 



hem 
. Staiement 



Nr 



hem 
StBlement 



To What Extent in Your V^'ork Group Are Croup 
M<-Hinps I ii<rd to Solve problems and Establish 
Coals? 

1. None 

2. Occasionally. 

3] About half the time 

1. Almost totally 

Your WorJc Schedule it; Basically: 
|. Shift work, usually days 

2. Shift work, usually swing shift 

3. Shift work. u<iually nights 



1<>. 



4. 
5. 
i). 



Shift work, usually day*, and r»ights 
Daily work onlv 
Crew schedule 
Other 



55 hich of the Following Best Describes Your Career 
Intentions? 

1. Tq continue in the Air Force 

U'ill most likely continue in the Air Force 
May continue in the Air Force 
Planning to retire in the next 12 month* 
Other 



Analysis 1, Item 3, Total Months in Ozganizadon 

In considering the total months in or^nization, significant main effects were found for General 
Organizational Climate. Job Related Satisfaction, and Perceived Productivity (p <.001), as weJ! as 
for Organizational Gommunications Glimate (p <.6l). (See Appendix A for details.) As no tec in 
^^^^ criterion standard score was signiBcantly higher for response 7 (more than 36 months 

in the organization) for the three criteria of General Organizational Glimate, Job Related 
Satisfaction, and Perceived Productivity. Those subjects reporting that they had been with the 
organization less than 6 months (response 1), however, appeared to perceive the Organizational 
Gommunications climate better than other subjects. 

Anafysb 2. Item 4. Total Months Ei^erience in Present job 

In considering the total months of experieiice in the present job significant main effects were 
found for General Organizational Glimate, Organizational Gommunications Glimate, and Job 
Rela^tedSatisfaction (p <001), as well asfor Perceiv (p <005). (See Appendix B for 

details.) Figure 2 indicates that subjects with more than 36 months in present job score highest on 
the criteria of General Organizational Glimate and Job Related Satisfaction. Those with less than 6 
months rate highest on Organizational Gommunications Glimate. In terms of Perceived 
Productivity, those rating the highest were those with more than 36 months on present job. 

Analysb 3^ Item 7, Your Highest Educational Level Ob^ined 

In the analysis of highest ed^ucation level obtained, significant main effects were found for all 
four criteria (See Appendix G for details.) 

3 indicates that subjects who were high school graduates or had a GED equivalence 

certificate perceived the General Organizational Glimate to be lower than did other subjects: the 
highest perceptions were held by master de^ee subjects. For Organiza ional Gommunications 
Glimate, docloral degree subjects clearly rated lower on this criterion. Non-high school graduates,' 
and master and doctoral degree subjects reported greater job satisfaction than did other subjects. 
Master degree subjects perceived productivily to be higher thai did high school graduates, subjects 

10-. 
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24-36 MORE THAN 



Figure I . Total months in oiganization. 




THAN 6 6-12 . 12-18 18-24 24-36M0RE THAN 36 

Figure 2. Total mon&s experience in present job. 
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GENERAL 0R(3ANI2ATIQNAt 



aANIZATlONAL COMMUN^ATIONS CLIMATE 

job RELATED 'SATISFACTION 

PEpCElVED PRJDDUCTIV rv| 



J 



NGN HS GRAD HS GRAD SOME COLLEGEBACHcLOR SOME GRAD MASTERS DOCTORAL 
Figure 3, Highest educational level obtained. 
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wilh some coUege« subjects with some graduaie work, and subjects with cloctoral d^ees. Dpctoral 
acgree subjects perceived the General Organizalionaj Climate to be high and were satisfied with their 
jobs: however, they perceived the Organizationai Communications Climate and Productivity to be 
low. 



Analysis 4, Item 9, Number of People Diiecdy Supenrised 

In considering how the number of people directly supervised affected the perception of the 
organization, significant main effects were observed for General' Organizational Climate and 
Perceived Productivity (p <001),as well as for Job Related Satisfaction (p <0d56). No significant 
main effect was found for Organizational Communications Climate. (See Appendix D for deUils.) 

X 

Figure 4 indicates that all criteria, except Organizational Communications Climate, increased 
as the number of personnel supervised increased. For Organizationaj Communications Climate, 
ihert' was no significant difference between the supervisory categories. 
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GENERAL ORGA ^ilZATIONAL CLIMATE 1 

ORSArSZATIONftL eOMMUNiCATIONS ClJlMATE 

JOB RELATED SATISFACTION 

PERCE2>ED PRpDUCTTVITY 



NONE 



1-2 



3-S 



WORE THAN S 



Figure 4. .Number of people you direcdy supervised. 



Aiuilysis lu m HK Supervvor ActuaUy Writes Perfbmiance Reports 

„..i JT'r'r ''"fr »f -hether ,he ^ipervisor arU.ally wrote ,he performanr. repor,. ,he 

for at fV>„r .rnona were significant (p <00l). /See AppendixE fbr d.tails.) As F^«re5 
n .iH'' "-^T' "J;r:"P-^^o- ^^^^ performance report, scored significanflV higher 

on all four c-ntcru, ll.un did those whos. supervisors do not write the performance reports The 
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analysis of variance data base'; on whether the supervisor actually writes the performance reports are 
provided in Table E-l, and the Neuman-Keuls Sequential Range Test results are presen^ted in Table 
E-2. The analysis of variance for General Organizational Climate (n =4099), Organizational 
Communications Climate (n = 4099), job Related Satisfaction (n = 3871>, and Perceived 
Productivity (n =4197) show that ..the m'ain effects for all four criteria are significant (p <.00lj. 



Analysis 6. item 1 1. Si?e of Woik Group 

In analyzing the size of the work group, significant main effects were found for General 
Organizational Climate, Job Related Satisfaclion, and Perceived Productivity (p <.00l). No 
significant main effect was found for Organizational Communications Climate. (See Appendix F for 
details.) 

With the exception of the criterion of Organizational Communications Climate* whose main 
effect^ was not significant, the data indicated that in general large-group tfa:n members scored 
significantly' higher on the criteria than did all other groups. For Job Related Satisfaction, there is 
the exception that those working alone also scored higher thai! did subjects in the other categories. 
These differences are depicted in Figure 6. 

Analysis 7, Item 12, Stabilin^- of Woik Houis 

Vn xonsidering the stability of the work hours, significant main effects were< observed for . 
General Organizational Ciimatf:. Job Related Satisfaction, and Perceived Productivity (p <00i), as 
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GENERAL ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE 
ORGANIZATION'AL-eOMMtlNICATIONS cUlftATE 
JOB RELATED SATISFACTION 
PERCEIVED PraDDUCTIVITY 



ALONE 



1-2 SMALL GROUP 

Figure 6. Size of woric group. 



LARGE GROUP 



MTdl as for Orgamzaiional Communications Climate (p <.(n). (S^-e Appendix G for details.) As 
shown m Figure the data indi.cate that in generah the more unstable the working hours, the lower 
thescores on the four criteria. This relationship w.s the most apparent for Job Related Satisfaction 
Kith a consistent decrease in the criterion indices as the work environment became more unstable" 
For General Organizational Climat^ and Perceived Productivity, the lowest criterion values were" 
obtained for moderately stable work hours. ^ ' 



Analysis 8, Item 14, Extent that Work 

(imup Meetings aiv used tc» Solve Problems 
and Estabtisii Coals and Objectives 

_ In the analysis of the extent work group meetings are used to solv-T^oi,lems and to establish 
g.ajs and objectives, for all four criteria, the main effects were significaai .p <001). (See Appendix 
H for details.) F.pre 8 indicates that as the use of ^oup meetings to ^ive problems and set goals 
increases, so do the four criteria of effectiveness. 

_ _The analysis of variance dau for the effect of group meetings are provided in Table H-1, and the 
significant Newman-Reals Sequential Range Test results are presented m Table H-2. The analyses of 
r"?nocf ^ significant (p <001) for .,en«al Organi^ional Climate 

tn -4095), Organizational CommunicationsClimate (n =4095), Job Ret«edSatisfcici*>r. (n =3868) 
. and Perreived Productivity (n =4192). 
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HIGHLY 



GENERAL organizational! CLIMATE 
ORGANIZATION^AL COMMUrdCATIONS CLIMATE 
JOB RELi^TED SATISFACTilN 
PERCEIVpP PRODUCTIVITY 



VERY MODERATELY SLIGHTLY 

Figure 7, StabifiK of work faouis. 



UNSTABLE 
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ORGANIZATION^ 
JOB RELATED 
PERCEIVED PRDDDCTIVI 



ORGaHiZAHQNAL CLIMATE 
COMMUNICATIONS 
SATISFACTION 
VY 



CLilMATE 



NONE 



OCCASIONALLY. HALF THE TIME ALMOST TOTALLY 

Figure 8. Extent that Work gioup meetings are used to solve 
problems and establish goals and objectives. 



Analysis 9, Iieni 15. Woit Schedule 

In cpnsiderhif; work scfirdules, significani main effects were indicated for General 
Organizalional Climate, job Related Satisfaction, and Perceived Productivity (p <00i),as well as 
for Organizational Coinwuniraiions Climate (p <D1). (See Appendix I for details.) Figure 9 shows 
ihai response 5 (daily work only) overall had the Highest scores on the criteria; the only criterion 
which had a higher valur in another work schedule category was Organizattional Communications 
Climatr, which was highrr for crew schedule work. Generally, response 2 (shift work, usually swing 
shifts) had the lowesi values for the criteria. For respanse 5 (crew scheduled work), the values clearlv 
difffred between ihe rriieria. For crew schediiled work, subjects reported high Organizational 
Coraraunicaiions Cliiiiair and General Organizational Climate, intermediate magnitude for 
Percrivrd Productivil\. and low job Related Satisfaction. 
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• GENE3A4 organizational] CLZMATE . 

• ORSANIZATIONAfc -.eOMMONSCATlIINS CLIMATB 
-OB RELU© SATISFACTIBN 
PERCEIVuJ =RODUCTIVITYr 



USU. DAYS SUING/NIGHTS rjSU. DAYS/NIGHTS DAILY ONLY ' CREW SCHED. 
Figure 9; Work schedule. 



Aiwhsis 10. lu-m Ift. I). >« ri,,li.,ii ,,rCan-rrInleii&>ii.s 



S > h r. 'T ^ eomn,..nica,ip„s Clin.a,... which 

...« .>.. > on., p.. or>.j:„.n.a„.l> d.rr..r..n, „...ans. Thosr ,.h..„i..p ,« ,o„,i...... i„ „... a;, p„,,^ j^j 

r l„,l,..M , n,..no„ . ..r... r..ll.....d In .hos,- planning ... n.ir.. in .hc ncv. 12 „,„,nhs. and .h^n hv- 
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^ERCEIV 



ORGANIZATIONAL 



fl^TiONAL. COMMUNICATIONS CLIMATE 



JOB RELUEC SATISFACTION 



iD PRODUCTIVITY 



CLIMATE 



CONT. IN AF MOST LIKELY CONT . .^AY CONT . RET. IN MONTHS OTHER 
Figure IG. Description :)f career Intentions. 



lhos4* planning on (*\ilinj; I he Air Force. The ne\l lowest criterion values were reported by those 
indicatin": ihctv may rofitiniu; in the Air Force. As a general trend, however, those planning to 
remain in. the Air Force srored higher on the criteria. 

Analysis 11^ Major Command ^AJCOM) 

In the analysis of how the major command (MAJCOM) affected this study, significant main 
effects wereobservedfor all criteria (p <001 ). (See Appendix K for deuils.) Figure 11 indicates that 
command&Hiiffer in the relative magnitude of the four criterion measures. The MAJCOM s are 
labelled A ta E to insme their anonymity. Generally, scores for commands D and E were lower than 
for the other commands; however, command A was lowest on Organizational Communications 
Climate, while command C had the hi^est reported Organizational Communications Climate. Also, 
command A had the highest Job Belated Satisfaction level of any command, while command D had 
the lowest reported satisfaction level. 

Anafysis 12, Oiganizational I^evel 

Table 2 lists the nine or^nizational levels to be tested for significant differences. Due to 
insufficient observations, organizational levels 1, 3, 4, and 9 yere deleted from the Newman-Keuls 
Sequential Range Test and from the plot of criteria means in Figure 12. The main effects for all four 
criteria were significant (p <.00l). (Significant differences between organizational levels for each 
criterion are discussed in Appendix t.) 
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Figure 7 7. MajorCommand (MAJCOM). 



Oiganizatioiial 
Level Code 



1* 

2 
4^ 



Not tested. 



Table 2. Oiganisatioiial Leveb 



O^aniEatioii/ 
Agency 



Headquarters USAF 

Major Commands/Separate Operating 

Agencies 

Numbered^Air Force 
Air Division 



Oiganizatioiial 
Level Code 



5 
6 

7 

8 
9a 



OigAiiiutidD/ 
Agency 



Wing 

Group^ase 
Squadron 
M edical 
Specialized 
Activities 
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PERCEIVp PRODUCTIVITY 
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Figure 22. Oigankalional leveL 



The data plotted in Figure 12 indicate a general pattern of alt four criteria being the highest for 
r Organizational letd i^ the next bi^est for level 5« followed by level 6, and then level 7, which was 
the lowest overalL the one exception to this.pattern was that Job Related Satisfaction was bilker for 
level 6 than for level 5. The criteria for organisational level 8 fell at various criterion values. Job 
satisfaction was the bijj^eci^riterion for level 8 and was the second hi^ert value of job satisfaction 
for any organizational, level. The next highest criterion was General Oiganizational Climate, 
followed by Perceived Productivity and O^nizational Communications Climate. 

Amijvis )3t Woi|( Gioup Cod'es 

General, Table 3 lists the work groups and their work group codes which have been aggregated 
for all work groups falling under a thousands level. For example, all codes which are of a 1000-series 
have been aggr^ted and are designated by the notation IXXX. The main effects for the four 
criteria were significant beyond the .001 level of significance (See Appendix M for details.). In 
Figure ISVa pattern is noted. Work group IXXX comjpared to other work groups is high on all four 
criteria. Work group 8XXX is bluest for the criteria of Job Related Satisfaction and General 
Organizational Climate, but low for Perceived Productivity and the lowest for Organizational 
Communications Climate when compared to other work groups. Work groups 5XXX and 6XXX are - 
generaUy lower overall on the four criteria than are other work groups; however* for a given 
criierion,.work group 5XXX or 6XXX may be higher than another work group. For example, work 



Code 



Table 3. Wo A GiDup Codes 



Aggvegsied Woik Cioup lide* 



^7'''^^ 3nd Base Staff Agencies/Divisions 

2XXX Operations Organizations fDCO) 

3XXX Re&K>urces Orj^nizations (DCB) 

^^^X Maintenance Organizations (DCM) 

5XXX Missile Wing and Support Agencies^ivisions 

6XXX Security PoBce/CivU EngineeringAZommunications Organizations 

7XXX Medical Services Organizations 

8XXX Research Laboratories and Training Agencies 

9XXX'' Future use 



^W^^ Work Croup titic includes all work groups within the given organizational work noup title. 
nVot tested. 
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Figure 13. Worit gioup codes. 



fy^Y^^Y^y^ work group 4XXX on General Organizational Climate Work groups 

AY YV u • and 7XXX overall fall midway between the other work groups, with work group 
AA having a slightly lower overall pattern than work groups 2XXX, 3XXX, and 7XXX- 
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Anafysis 14, item 7, Highes t Educational Lavel Obtained (Officeis) 



/ GeneraL This analysis of the highest educational level obtained involved only officer 

pereonneh Since all oificers entering service as of tbe early 1960 s were required to have a bachelor 
degree, oaly response options 4 (bachelor degree) through 7 (doctoral de^ee) were analyzed, the 
main effects for all four criteria were si^ificant beyond the :001 level of si^ificant. (See Appendix 
N for delailf.) As Figure 14 ufdicates, those with a master de^ee (response 6) scored significantly 
h^er on all four criteria than those reporting ihey had some graduate work (response 5). Those 
with a doctoral degre? (response 7) were more satisfied with their jobs than all other respondents. 
Doctoral degree respondents, howeven perceived Productivity and General Organizational Climate 
to be lower than did all other respondents. 
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GENERAL ORGA^IZATieiNAf CtiHATE 
ORGANIZATIONAL COMMUNICATIONS CLjlMATE 
viOB RELATED {SATISFACTION 
PERCEIVED PRDDUCTIVITY 



BACHELORS DEGREE some graduate woRk MASTERS DEGREE DOCTORAL DEGREE 

i fgure 7 4. Highest educational level obtained (officeis). 



^tysis 15, hem 8^ H«hest Uvel of ftofes 
MilitBiy Education Obtained (OSceis) 

TUs and^^^^ of professional military education obtained involved only officer 

f^rsonnel. The response categories which applied to officers were 0 (none or not applicable), 5 
{^^mdron Officers School), 6 (intermediate service school), and 7 (senior ser. ice school) The main 
effecu for the four cntena were significant beyond the .01 level of significance. (See Apc^ndix 0 for 
del^.) Figure^^lD indicates that, in general, the magnitude of the four criteria increases as the 
professional military education level increases from the 0 (none or not applicable) response category 
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~ GENE.RAL ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE 

ORGANIZATIONAL. COMMUNICATIONS CLIMATE: 

— JOB RELATED [SATISFACTION 

— PERCEr/ED PR3DUCTIVITY 



NONE/NA SCUAD OFF SCHOOL ' INT SERV SCHOOL SEN -SERV SCHOOL 

Figure 15. Highest ievel of piofessionai milhaiy education (officeis). 



to rhe 7 (senior service school) response category. For Organizational Communications Climate, the 
only significant increase is in response option 7 (senior service school), which is higher than all other 
reisponse categories. 



Amivsis 16. Item 7, Highest Educational Level Obtained (Ainnan) 



General. This analysis of the highest educational level obtained involved only enlisted 
personnel which were identified as airmen on the OAP. Since airmen are more likely to be 
concentrated in the lower educational response options, only responses 1 to 5 were tested. The means 
tested for significant differences were these associated with responses 1,2, 3 and the pooled responses 
for response options 4 (bachelor degree) and 5 (some graduate work). Therefore, this analysis 
involved testing for significant differences between four groups. Significant main effects were found 
for General Organizational Climate (p <00l) and Job Related Satisfaction (p <005). No significant 
mam effects were found for the other two criteria. (See Appendix P for details.) Figure 16 indicates 
. that those individuals with a bachelor degree or some graduate work had significantly higher job 
related satisfaction than did high school graduates or GED certified individuals. Also, those with 
^me^college reported significantly higher General Organizational Climate and Job Satisfaction than 
did those with only a high school diploma or GED certificate. No other response options differed 
significantly from each other. 
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Figure 16, Highest education level obtained (ainnen). 



^iysis 17, htm 8, Highest Level of Piofessional 
MiEtaiy Education Obtained (Ainnen) 

Thfs analysis of the highest level of professionai military education obtained involved only 
airmen personnel. Only the response options which apjoilied to airmen were analyzed. These were 
responses, 0 (none or not applicable), 1 (NCO Orientation Course or USAF Supervisor Course— 



NCO phase 1 or 2), 2 (NCO Leadcwhip Schools NCO phase3),3 (NCO Academy-phase 4), and 4 
(Senior NCO Academy— phase 5). Significant main effects were found for all criteria except 
Oq^nixational Communications Climate (p <.00l). (See Appendix Q for deuils.) 

Figure J7 shows that for all criteria, except Organizational Communications Climate, which had 
a non-significant main effect, as professional military education increased, there was an increase in 
the criteria. There was, however, no significantidif&<^nce between response 0 (no professional 
military education) and response 1 (NCO Orientation Course or USAF Supervisor Course— NCO 
phase 1 or 2) on any criterion. Also, for the Perceived Productivity criterion, there was no 
significant difference between response options 3 (NCO Academy— phase 4) and 4 (Senior NCO 
Academy — Phase 5). ^oth the exception of these non-significant response pairs, airmen who have 
more professional mflitarj;^ucation are more job satisfied, perceive productivity to be higher, and 
perceive the general organiz^tipnal climate to be better. 
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Analysis 18, hem 7, H^faest Educational Level Obtained <Civ9ian) 

GeneraL This analysis of highest educational ley el obtain*^ involved only civilian personnel. 
Four educational levels were tested for significant differences. The response options associated with 
these levels were response 2 (hi^ school graduate or GED), 3 (some college work), 4 (bachelor 
degree), and the response options 5, 6, and 7 pooled to form one educational level category (graduate 
work), due to the small n associated with each of the separate response options. Significant main 
effects were demonstrated for General Organizational Climate (p < .005), Organizational 
Communications Climate (p <.00l), and Perceived Productivity (p <.0I). Significance was not 
demonstrated for Job Related Satisfaction. (See Appendix R for details.) As Figure 18 indicates, the 
major effect was for pooled responses 5, 6, and 7. The criterion of Job Related Satisfaction was not 
significant for any of the educational levels. For General Organizational Climate, the pooled 
res|M>nses 5, 6, 7 (graduate work) were significantly higher than response 3 (some college work). The 
pooled responses 5, 6, 7 (graduate work) were significantly lower than all other response options for 
the criterion of Organizational Communications Climate; also, response 3 (some college work) was 
significantly lower than response 2 (high school graduate or GED) for this criterion. For the 
Perceived Productivity criterion, the pooled responses 5, iS, 7 (graduate work) was significantly 
lower than all other response options: 
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Anafysis 19, Bern 1, Classificatioi^ by Bern 2, Grade 

General. Analyses 19 through 22 are a series of two-way ANOVAs. Analysis 19 was performed 
on the total sample (n =4786) for classification by grade. As with the previous analyses, the n for a 
given analysis will be less than 4786, since cases with missing data were excluded before performing 
each analysis. SigniScant interaction effects were found for all four criteria (p <.00l). (See 
Appendix S for details.^ 



As Figure 1^ mdicates, a number of relationships exist for classification and ^ade for the four 
criteria. For General Organizational Climate, officers up to grade level gj (6 and 7) perceive the 
climate to be better than do airmen or civilians. Airmen in grade levels gj (1 to 3) and g2 (4 and 5) 
perceive it to he poorer than does any other group. Also, overall, those in grade level g^ ^6 and 7)" 
perceive the climate io be better than do other groups. For Organizational Communications Climate, 
officers and airmen in grades 1 to 3 perceived communications climate to be worse than did civilians. 
However, officers in grades 4 to 7 (g2 and gj) perceived communications climate to be better than 
did civilians and airmen. Airmen in grades 8 or 9 (g^) perceived communications climate to be 
better than did officers or civilians. For Job Related Satisfaction, civilians were more satisfied at all 
levels compared to airmen and officers; however, at grade level 6 and 7 (g3), officers and civilians 
did not differ significantly from each other on this criterion. Generally, as grade increases so does 
reported satisfa ctio n. The major exception involves officers in grade group g^ (8+ ). For Perceived 
Productivity, airmen in the lower grade ^oups gj (1 to 3) and g2 (4 and 5) perceived productivity to 
be lower than did other groups. The highest perception is for officers in grade groups g2 (4 and 5) 
and g3 (6 and 7): 
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Analysis 20, Item 1, ClassificadoiL, by Ilem 5, Race 

In considering classification by race, significant interaction effects were found for General 
Organizational Climate (p <005), Job Related Satisfaction (p <002), and Perceived Productivity 
(p <.001), only. (See Appendix T for details.) Figure 20 indicates for the four criteria a series of 
signiScant differences. For General Organizational Climate, black and white (ra2 and ra3) officers 
perceive the general climate to be better than did the "Other^ group (raj). Airmen of all race groups 
perceived the general climate to be worse than did all other groups, except officers helongiiig to r?oe 
group '*Other'' (ra£)who also perceived the climate to be worse than did other ^oups. There were no 
significant differences for classification and race groups using the criterion of Organizational 
Communications Climate. For Job Related Satisfaction, the predominant difference is for civilians. 
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who are more satisfied than are officers or airmen. This pattern is statistically significant for whites 
(raj) and those listed as "Other'' (raj). For Perceived Productivity, white airmen perceived 
productivity to be lower than did white officers or white civilians. Those officers and civilians listed 
as belonging to the race group "Other'' (raj) perceived productivity to be worse than did white 
officers and civilians. 



Analysis 2i, hem 1, ChssificaliDa» by hem 6, Sex 

The only significant interaction effect found was for Perceived Productivity (p <.d2). (See 
Appendix U for details.) Figure 21 indicates a generai pattern for all criteria, except Organizational 
Communications Climate which had no significant differences. Officers and civilians scored higher 
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Female 



on their criterion responses than did airmen. That is, officers and civilians perceived the General 
brganizationai Climate and Productivity in their organizations to be better than did airmen. Also, 
civilians were more satisfied with their jobs than were officers and airmen. Another interesting 
difference, which was limited to civilians, was that males and females differed significantly in their 
responses for all criteria except Organizational Communications Climate. Female civilians were 
more satisfied with their jobs and perceived productivity to be higher than did rode civilians^ On the 
other hand, male civilians perceived the General Organizational Climate to be better than did female 
civilians. 
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Analysis 22, bem 6, Sex, by Item 13, Conunanicatioii 

- . significant interaction effects were observed for any of the criteria: (See Appendix V for 
detaik.) Figure 22 indicates a generaK trend for the four criteria. Generally, as the amount of 
commuPications between workers increased, the reported criterion responses also increased. The 
major exception was for the criterion of Organizational Communications Climate, where 
communications and sex factors had non-significant main effects. For General Organizational 
Climate, the significant differences were limited to males who scored higher as the amount of 
communications increased from level cj to c^. For the Job Related Satisfaction criterioh, males 
scored higher on level C4 (almost continuous) than for any other communication level: Female 
responses at levels C3 (very frequent) and C4 (almost continuous) were only significantly higher than 
the pooled response options 1 and 2 (very little and UtUe, cj). When Perceived Productivity was 
used as the criterion, the mean criterion score for males increased with an increase in the amount of 
communications between workers. For females, scores for jroup C4 were sifnificantly higher than 
for groups cj and cg. Although the main effect for sex was significant, no simple main effects for sex 
at different levels of communication were found. 



IV. SUMMARY / 



_ The major differences noted as a pari of this research wiU not be summarized and discij^d. 
Tables 4 and S provide a summary of significant main effects for all oneway and two-way ANOVA. 

The first difference noted was that those who had been in an oi^nizativ->n (analysis 1) or m the 
present job (analysis 2> more than 36 months scored bifeher on the criteria (except for 
Organizational Communications Climate) than did other groups. Those individuals who had a 
master or doctoral degree and those who were high school non-graduates had higher reported Job 
Satisfaction than did all odier groups. Also, Uiose with ^ master de^cc perceived the General 
Organizational CUmate to be better than did all other groups (analysis 3). One of the clearer 
relationships dealt with supervision. Those who supervised larger numbers of people scored higher 
on all criteria except Organizational Climate (analysis 4). 

Those individuals who reported that their supervisor wrote their periFormance report scored 
higher on all criteria than those reporting that their supervisor did not write their report (analysis 5). 
When the number of people in a work ^oup are considered, it appears that those working in a large 
work group (six or more people) scored higher on all criteria except Organizational 
Communications Climate than did the other groups. One other notable exception was that those 
working alone also reported high Job Related Satisfactipn, and those working as a siall teai 
member reported the lowest satisfaction (analysis 6). Stability of work hours was also related to the 
criteria. The most apparent difference was for Job Related Satisfaction where satisfaction decreased 
as work hours became more unstable (analysis 7). 

The use of work group meetings by supervisors to solve problems and establish goals and 
objectives presented an interesting pattern. The responses for all four criteria increased as the 
amount of time dedicated to the use of group meetings increased -the biggest increase being between 
not using any meetings ano using them occasionally (analysis 8)^The respondent's work schedule 
was also related to all criteria, though less so to Organizational Communications Climate. Those on a 
daily schedule only scored higher than other groups (analysis 9). For career intentions, all criteria 
except Organizational Communications Climate co varied together. Those stating they planned to 
stay in the Air Force or to retire in the next 12 months had the highest criterion ratings On the other 
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Table 4. Summniy of One-way Analyses of Vaxsance 
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^ Table 5. Siunmaiv of Two-way Anafyses of Vanance 










Ciilthi 










__ Ceiiejsi 


Oi^anxtatibh&l 


Job 








Oiganizational 


Communications 


l^kied 




Analysis FaclOR 


Cfimate 


CEmate 


Satisfiiction 


Plod uc tivi^ 


19 1 








••• 


• •• 


Classification 










2 






• 


••• 




Grade 












20 1 








mm* 


0 


ClaM»ification 










5 








m 


000 


Rare 












21 1 








mm 




Clabsificaiion 










6 










00 


Sex 












22 6 








mmm 


0 


Sex 












13 








mm 


mmm 


Communication 























•p <05. 
••p <01. 
••p <0«1 



hand, those stating they may continue in the Air Force or marking the "other" category (which 
conuin tho* planning on leaving the service). scored the lowest ratings (analysis 10)" For Major 
Commands (M AJCOMs),commands C. D, and E had individoals who dearly were more dissatisfiea 
tiian commands A and B. Also Command D had lower criterion ratings than did the other 
commands for aU criteria, except Organizational Communications Climate (analyas 11) When 
or^nizauonal level was considered, level 2 (MAJCOM and Separate Operating Agencies) had the 
highest raung overall for the focr criteria, and ievel 7 (Squadron) the lowest (analysis 12) For work 
group codes, work^oup IXXX (W^ng-Base) rated higher overall on the four criteria than did other 
w^rk grou^ In terms of Job Related Satisfaction, work groups IXXX (Wing-Base) and 8XXX 
tKesearch Laboratories and Training Agencies) rated the highest, while group 5XXX (missiles) 
rated the lowest (analysis 13). , w- r ^ 

I K "^c'^'J*** 'c'^ionship associated with educational le^-el was for the criterion of 

Job Rehted Satisfaction. Those officers with master and doctoral degrees were more satisfied than 
Uiose with bachelor degrees or some graduate work (analysis 14). For airmen, those with a bachelor 
d^^eeor some graduate work, and those with some coUege work had significantly higher rated job 
refa^ted saUsfacDon than did high school graduates or GED certified individuals (anSysis 16) For 
both officer and airmen, there were, for aU criteria except Organizational Communications Climate, 
increases m the criterion values as the level of professional mUitary education increased. For airmen 
r rTrv^T- ^'^'^^ those with no professional miUtary education and those 

with the NCO Orientation Course or USAF Supervisor Course-NCO phase 1 or 2 (analyses 15 and 
i t) on any cmcrion. 

CivilUns with graduate work perceived the General Organizational Climate to be significantly 
higher than did civilians who only had some coUege work. However, those civUians who had 
graduate work perceived the Organizatfonal Communication Climate and Perceived Productivity to 
be fower than did all other response groups (analysis 18). 

For the two-way ANO VA of classification (officer, airmen, civifian) by grade, (grades 1 through 
8 or more;, with the exception of Organizational Communications CHmate. the main effects 
classification^and grade and the interaction effects were significant. Officers at or below 0-7 perceived 
the General Organizauonal Climate to be better than did airmen and civilians. Airien in grades E-1 
thro||gh E-5 perceived the General Organizauonai Climate to be worse than did any 6ther group. 
Civilians reported higher Job Related Satisfaction generaUy than did airmen or officers. Officer in 
grades 0^ through 0-7 rated Perceived Productivity higher than did any other group, while the 
ower^ade airmen (E-1 through E-S) rated Perceived Productivity wois^ than did other groups 
(analysis 19). The two-way ANOVA of classification by race indicated that black and white officers 
perceived the General O^nizational Climate to be better than did officers in other groups. Airmen 
ot all race groups generally perceived the- General Organizational Climate to be poorer than did 
other^oups. For Job Related Satisfactfon, the predominant effect is for civilians, who are more 
satisfied than officers and airmen. Black and white airmen also perceived workgroup productivity to 
be lower than d?d black and white officers and civilians (analysis 20). 

The two-way ANOVA of classification by sex had a significant main effect, limited to ihe - 
classification factor for all criteria, except Job Related. Satisfaction, which had main effects 
significant for both factors. The major difference was that officers arid civilians generally perceived 
Frodurtivity to be higher and perceived the General Organizatfonal Climate to be better than did 
aiirmen.^Civihans were more satisfied with their jobs. Also, female civiHans were more satisfied with 
their jobs and perceived Productivity to be higher than did male civilians. Male civiHans. however, 
perceived the General Organizational Climate to be better than did female civilians (analvsis 21) 



33 



38 



For the two-way ANOVA, sex by communication, the general pattern for all four criteria was that as 
the amount of communication between workers increased^' the reported criterion responses also 
increased. The major exception was for the criterion of Organizational Communications Climate, for 
which the communications and sex f^'*tors bad nonsigniEcant main effects. 
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^PP£;VD/X\4 : TOTAL MONTHS IN ORCANIZAtibN 

The analysis of variance data for total montts in the organization are provided in Table A-1, 
and the Newman4C«uls Sequential Range Test results are presented in table A-2. 

General Organizational Climate. The analysis of variance indicated that the main effects 
for total months in organization was sipificant (p <00l). Significant differences between means 
within this factor were deiefmined by^e Newman4Ceuls Sequential Range Test. Refuse 7 (more 
than 36 months) was significantly different from all other response options. No other significant 
differences were found. 

Organizational Communications Climate. The analysis of variance indicate a significant 
(p <.01) main effect. The Newmsn-KeuU Test indicated significant differences exist between 
combined responses 1 and 2 (less than 6 months) and all other responses. No other significant 
differences were found. 

Table Analysis ofVanance Summaiy Tkble for total Mondis in Chganization 
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Table A-l. Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test fer Total Mondis in Oigankation 
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Job Related Satisfaction 
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Job Rehited Satisfaction. The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p < 6oi) main 
effect. The Newman-Keuls Test indicated significant differences were found. between response 7 
(more than 36 months) and all other responses. No other significant differences were found. 

Perceived Productivity. The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <.OQi) main 
effect. The Newman-Keals test indicated significant differences between response 7, and all other 




APPENDIX B: TOTAL MONTHS EXPERIENCE IN PRESENT JOB 



The analyisis of variance dau for the total months of jsxperience in present job are provided in 
Table B-1, and the Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test results are presented in tabie B-2. 

General Organizational Climate. The analysis of variance i^^ted a ^ificant (p <Q61) 
main effect, the Newman-Keuls Test indicated significant differences existed between reqipnse 7 
(more than 36 months) and re^nseSjmore than 24 months, l es^ than 36 months) . Also , sigmficant 
differences existed between combined responses i and 2 (less than 1 month; and more than 1 month, 
1^ than 6 months), and responses 5 (more than 18 months, less than 24 months) and 6 (more than 
24 months, 1^ than 36 months). 

Organizational Communications Ciimate. the analysis of variance indicated a significant 
(p <001) main effect. The Newman^eols test indicated significant differences between combined 
responses 1 and 2 (less than 1 month; and more than 1 month, less than 6 months), and all other 
response options. 



Table B-1. Analysis of VknL^nce Sommaiy Table for total Months 
E^^enfcnce in Present Job 



Source af MS 



General Oiganizadonal Climafe 



Between Groups 5 6.3 184 6.23 .001 

Within Groups 4102 1.0135 

total 4108 



OiganizatiDnal Communications Climate 



Between Croups 5 5.4212 5.29 .001 

Within Groups 4102 1.0254 

Total 4108 



Job Rebted Satisfiiction 

Between Groups 5 5.2201 4.41 .001 

Within Groups 3873 1.1848 

Total '3879 



Perceived Productivi^' 

Between Groups ^ 5 4.0623 3.36 .005 

Within Croups 4199 1.2073 

Total 4205 
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Table B-2. Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test for Total Months 
Experience in Present Job 
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1-2 i 4.129* 4.310* 2.128 1.488 

— 7- 6 ^r742''^ -6.246* xl.488* 2.902* 1.038 

Oiganizalional Communicatioiis Climate 



Response Option 




7 


4 


3 • 


5 


6 




0 1*11 11 n iV 11 m h#^i* 


6 


3 


2 


4 


5 


4 


3 


1.380 










3 


2 


2.091 


.435 










4 


1.948 


, .523 ^ 


.loo 






6 


5 


2.759 


1.014 


.635 


.434 




i-2 


1 


7.196* 


4.568* 


4.466* 


3.871* 


3.745* 






Job Related Sa 


tis&ction 








Response Option 




4 


6 


5 


3 


1-2 




Group Number 


3 


5 


4 


2 


1 


6 


- 5 


:i96 










S 


4 


.262 


.083 








3 


2. 


1.364 


1.230 


1.044 






1-2 


1 


1.777 


1.667 


1.454 


.486 




7 


6 


4.735* 


4.856* 


4.238* 


3.557* 


2.838* 






Perceived Pioductivily 








Response Option 




5 


6 


1-2 


3 


4 




Group Number 


4 


5 


1 


2 


3 


6 


5 


.258 










1-2 


1 


.289 


.035 








3 


2 


.490 


.248 


.211 






4 


3 


.809 


.609 


.572 


.387 




7 : 


6 


3.803* 


3.957* 


3.883* 


3.792* 


2.947* 



* p <os. 

Job ReJuted Satisfaction. The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <.001) main 
eHectVThe Newman-Keuls Test indicated significant differences between response 7 (more than 36 
months) and all other response options. 

Perceived Productivity. The analysb of variance indicated a significant (p <,005) main 
effect. The Newman-Keuls Test indicated significant differences between response 7 (more than 36 

than 24 months). 
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APPENDIX C. HIGHEST EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OBTAINED 



The analysis of variance data for highest educational level obtained are provided in^abie C-1, 
and the Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test results are presented in Table C-2. 

General Organizational Climate, The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <bOl) 
main effect. The Newman-Keuls Test indicated significant differences between response 2 (high 
school ^aduate or GEO) and all other responses; also between response option 3 (some college 
work) and all other responses. In addition, response 6 (master degree) also differed significantly 
firom responses 4 (bachelor degree) and 5 (some graduate work). 

Organizational Comm unications Climate. The analyjis of variance indicated a significant 
(p <001) main effect. The Newman-Keuls Test indicated significant differences between re8gO;5se-7;"^^ 
(doctoral degree) and all other response options. Also, responses 2 (high schooLi^d-G^Tfi) and 3 
(some College work) differed significantly. --^-—''^ 



Table C-i, AnaJ^cws-'ofVariance Summaiy Table for Highest 
Educational Level Obtained 





df MS, 


F 


P 




Genenii Oigaoizational Climale 






Between Groups 


6 32.0869 


. - 32.93 


.001 


Within Croups 


4101 .9745 






ToUl 


4108 








Oiganizatu>iiaI Communications Climate 






B etween G ro ups 


6 6.2063 


6:07 


.001 


Within Groups 


4101 1.0232 






Total 


4108 








Job Related Satisfiiction 






Between Groups 


6 7.8822 


6.68 


.001 


Within Groups 


3872 L1797 






Total 


3879 








Perceived Productivity 






Between Groups 


6 12.4350 


10.41 


.001 


Within Groups 


4198 1.1947 






Total 


4205 
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Table C'2. Newnun-Keds Sequentiai Range Test fi>r Your 
Highest Educational Level 



Geucml Oigfltiiuiiional CBmate 



Resjponae Option 





Croup Number 


2 




1 


5 


4 


7 


3 


3 














1 


\^^-^ 


4.062* 


2.803* 










C 

o 


^^-^-^ — ^ 


8.457* 


5.Q19* 


.134 








4 — ^ 


4 


1 1.926* 


8.957* 


.973 


_L467 








7 


6848*' 


5.515* 


1.784 


2.187 


1379 




6 


6 


15.528* 


12.823* 


3.010 


4.884* 


3.817* 


.803 




Ozganiuiioiial CommaiiirjiiSom.CBnUle 








Retponje Option 




' 7 


f- 


3 


2 


4 


6 




Croup Number 


7 


5 


3 


2 


4 


6 


5 


5 


5.931* 












3 


3 


6.867* 


:7i0 










2 


2 


7.699* 


2.284 


2.951* 








4 


4 


7.338* 


2.033 


2.026 


.197 






6 


6 




2.063 


ion 


355 


. 1 'vO 




1 


1 


6396* 


2302 


2.144 


1363 


1 919 


I.I 1^ 


- 




Job Rekted Salbfiiction 










Rcfponae Option 




2 


5 


4 


3 


6 


1 




Croup Number 


2 


5 


.4 


3 


6 


1 


5 


5 


.181 












4 


4 


2i04 


1.411 










3 


3 


4^2* 


2.246 


.655 








6 


6 


6.069* 


4386* 


3357* 


3.497* 






1 


1 


4.207* 


3.846 


3.206 


3.093 


1.480 




7 


7 


5.235* 


4.696* 


4.014* 


3.954* 


2.041 


.268 






Peicehred PkDdnctmljr 










Retponte Option 




7 


2 


5 


1 


3 


4 




Croup Number 


7 


2 


5 


1 


3 


4 


2 


2 


2.333 












5 


5 


2.400 


.565 










1 


I 


2.108 


.626 


311 








3 


3 


3.135 


2.861 


.956 


.147 






4 


4 


S.049* 


6.714* ~ 


4.285* 


2.161 


4.913* 




6 


6 


6374* 


9.146* 


6356* 


3.500 


7.517* 


2.517 



* p <05- 



Job Related Satisfaction. The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <.Odi) main 
effect. The Newman-Keuls Test indicated significant differences between response 2 (high school 
graduate ojr G^EO) and response 3 (some college work). Response 6 (master degree) and response 7 
(doctoral degree) differed significantly from responses 2, 3, 4, 5 (some college work^some graduate 
work). Response I (hi^ school non-graduate) differed significantly from response 2 (high school 
graduate or GED). 

Perceived Productivity. The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <.00i) main 

effect. The Newman4l^euis Sequential- Range Test indicated response 4 (bachelor degree) and 
response 6 (master degree) each differed significantly from responses 2, 3, 5, and 7. 
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APPENDIX D: NUMBER OF PEOPfcE DIRECTLY SUPERVISED 

The analysis of variance data for number of people directly supervised are provided in Table D- 
I, and the Newman-tCeuls Sequential Range Test resulu are presented in Table D-2. 

General 0 rganvsational Climate, The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <bdl)^ 
main effect. The Newman-Keols Sequential Range Test indicated significant differences between all 
pabrs of means except for refuses 2 (l to 2 people) and 3 (3 to 5 people) which were not 
significant. 

Organizational Communications Climate, The analysis of variance showed that the main 
effect was not significant. 

Job Related Satisfaction, The analysis of variance indicated a rignificant (p <.bl) main 
effect The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range test indicated a significant difference between 
response 1 (none) and the combined responses 4, 5, 6, and 7 (6 to 21 or more). 



Table D-1. Analysis of Vananee'Siumnaiy labfe fori^umber 
of People Yon Diieciy Sapcmie 



Souice 


dS MS 


F 


p 




Geneml (hganisaiiDnai CBmaie 






Between Croups 
Within Croups 
Total 


3 50.3169 
4104 .9839 
4108 

digankatiottai Conunnnications CKmate 


51.14 


.001 


Between C ro ujM 
Within Croups 
Total 


3 1.6211 
^104 1.0303 

4108.^ 

Job Related Satbiiction 


1.57 


.194 


Between Croups 
Within Croups 
toUl 


3 4.9845 
3875 1.1871 
3879 

Perceived Piodiictivity 


4.20 


.006 


Between Croups 
Within Croups 
Total 


3 37.4730 
4201 1.1947 
4205 


31.63 


.001 
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Table D-2, Newman-Keub Sequenibl Range test for Number 
People You Direcdy Supervise 



Genexal Oiganizational CHmate 



Response Option 



2 
3 
4-7 



Response Option 

3 
2 
4-7 



Response Option 

2 
3 
4-7 



Croup Number 
2 
3 
4 



I 

i . 

7.357* 
11.553* 
14.440* 



Job Related Satk&ction 



Group Number 
3 
2 
4 



1 , 
1 

2.165 
3.061 
4.278* 



Perceived Pioductivi^ 



Croup Number 
2 
3 
4 



1 
1 

3.882* 
9.995* 
11.048* 



2 
2 

2.677 
5.691* 



3 
3 

.847 
1.902 



2 
2 

4.379* 
5.677* 



3 
3 



3.0r23* 



2 
2 



1.030 



3 
3 



1.602 



•p <05. 

Perceived Productivity. The analysis of variance indicated a significant Jp <.bbl) main 
effect. The Newman-Kenls Sequential Range Test indicated all pairs were significantly different 
except for response 3 (3 to 5 people) and the combined responses 4, 5, 6, and 7 (6 to 21 or more). 



^PP£iV/)/A: £. SUPr-R VISOR ACTUALLY WRITES PERFORMANCE REPORTS 



re^l^^ analysis variance data based on whether the supervisor actually writes the performance 
X^l^^ New.an.Keuls Sequential Range Tesfresulls 



arc 



Sotuce 



Between Croups 
Within Groups 
Toul ^ " 



Table E-1. Ana^sis of Vamnce Summaiy Table fcrWhedier 
Supervisor Writes Peifomiance Repom 



df 



MS 



Ceariml Oi^anizalwnjil Cfinui^ 



1 

4097 
4099 



145.8785 
.9829 



148.42 



.001 



Between_Cr6up8 
Within,Croupt( 
ToUl 



Oiganisaiioiial Communicatibns C&nale 



I 

4097 
4099 



14.4293 
1.0259 



14.07 



.001 



Between Croups 
Within Croups 
-Toul 



Job Relaied Satisfiiclion 



1 

3869 
3871 



156.4303 
1.1486 



136.19 



.00] 



Between Croupit 
Within trroupn 
Total 



Peiceived Phnluctivitv 



1 

4195 
4197 



106.8759 
M843 



90.25 



.001 



Response Option 
1 

Response Option 
1 

Response Option 
I 

Response Option 
1 

•p <0i>. — — 



Table £-2. Newman-Keuk^equentiiil Range Testfor 
Whether Supenisor Actually Writes Peifoiinance Reports 



Genenl Oi^anicalional CGmale 



Croup Number 
1 

Oiganizaiional Connnunicalioiu Clinuile 



Group Number 
1 

Job Related SaHsfiiction 



Croup Number 
1 

Perceived Pioductivi^ 



Croup Number 
I 



EKLC 
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is 



2 

2 

17.229* 



2 
2 

5.304* 



2 
2 

16.504* 



2 

13.435* 



APPENDIX F: SIZE OF WORK GROUP 



The analysis of variance data for size of work ppup are provided in Table F-l,aad the Newman- 
Keuls Sequential Ran^ Test results are presented in Table F*2. 

General Organizational Climate (n ^ 3860). The analysis of variance indicated a 
signilBcant (p <00l) main effect. The Newr an-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated significant 
differences between response 4 (as a large group team member) and all other response options. 

Organizational^Communicatio**'' Climate (n =3860). The analysis of variance showed no 
significant main effect. 

Job Related Satisfaction (n ^3647). The analysis of variance indicated J'^gi^^cant (p < 
.001) main effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range test indicated significant differences 
between all pairs of means except for responses 1 (alone) and 4 (as a large group team member). 



Table F-l. Analysk of Variance Smnmaiy Ikble for Size ofWoik Croup 



Sotuce 


Af IfC 


F ■ 


P 

.- ^ ' - 




CenenI OigsniM^nal CSmale 






Between Croups 
Within Croups 
total 


3 23.1531 
3856 1.0036 
3860 

Oiganizatioiuii Commnnkalioiis CHmate 


23.07 


.001 

> 


Between Groups 
Within Groups 
total 


3 1.7501 
3856 1.0299 
3860 

Job Rehled Satkbction 


1.70 


.165 


Between Croups 
Within Groups 
ToUl 


3 30.2389 
3643 1.1536 
3647 


26.21 


:ooi 




Peicehred Productivi^ 






Between Groups 
Within Croups 
Total ^ 


3 24.8827 
3955 1.1835 
3959 


21.03 


.001 



49 



Table F-2. 


Newnun-Kenk Sequential Range Test for Woik Group Size 






Genenl Oiganizational Clinnite 




- . 


Response Option 

2 
3 

• 4 


Croup Number 
2 
3 
4 


1 

1 

.458 
.955 
8.881 ♦ 


2 

.672 
10.653* 


3 
3 

9.682* 




' ' Job Related Satisfiictioii 




- 


Response Option 

2 
1 
4 


Group Number 
2 
1 

4 ■ " 


3 
3 

7.846* 
9 354* 
11.083* 


2 
2 

3.442* 
4.471* 


i 
1 

.448 




Peicehred Productivity 






Response Option 

2 
3 
4 


Croup Number 
2 
3 
4 


1 

i 

.684 . 
3.252 
8.888* 


2 
2 

3.417* 
10.431* 


3 

^ 3 
7.094* 



•p <05. 



Perceived Productivity (n ^3959). the analysis of variance indicated a significant (p < 
.001) main effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated s^^ificant differences 
between response 4 (as a large group team member) and all other response options. Also« response 2 
(with one or two people) differed significantly from response 3 (as a small group team member). 
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APPENDIX G: STABItltY OF WORK HOURS 



The anaiysiis of variance data for stability of work hours are provided in table G-1, and the 
Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test results are presented in Table G-2. 

Perceived Productivity (n ^4205): the analysis of variance indicated a significant (p < 
.001) main effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated significant differences 
between response 3 (moderately stable) and all other response options. In addition, response 4 
(siightiy unistabie) differed significantly from responses 1 (highly stable) and 2 (very «t2b!e). 

Table G'i, Analysis of Vanance Summaiy Table forStabiHty of Woik Hoiizs 



Sonice 



df 



MS 



Cenciml OiganizjitioiiAl CfimAle 



EeCweea Croups 
Within Croups 
. Total 



4. 

4103 
4J08 



183148 
L0031 



18.26 



.001 



Between Croups 
Within Croups 
Toul 



Ozgann«iK>iuil Communications Cfimale 



4 

4103 
4108 



3.6688 
1.0282 



3.57 



.007 



Job ReUled Satis&cfion 



Between Croups 
Within Croups 
Toul 



4 

3874 
3879 



154.0627 
1.0322 



149.26 



.001 



Pereeiveti Piodnctivitjr 



Between Croups 
Within Groups 
Toul 



4 

4200 
4205 



10.9659 
1.2014 



9.13 



.001 



Si 

.1 



ERIC 
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Table Ne^^onan-Keuk Sequential Range Test forSlBbi% of Woik Houn 



Geneml Oxganisatioiuil Clinuile 



R^raponse Option 



Response Option 

4 

2 
3 



Croup Number 
5 
4 



3 

3 

1.119 
3.980* 
6.746* 
.10310* 



5 
5 

2^11* 
5.339* 
8.857* 



* OigMoiza^njll Cbmmiuucatioiis Cfinale 



Group Number 
4 
2 
3 



S 
5 

.656 
2.454 
.3.081 
4.523* 



4 
4 

1.735 
2.469 
3.848* 



4 
4 



2.124 
5.739* 



1.142 
2.618 



4.53 P 



.941 



Job Rehaed Satisfccdon 



Responee Option 

4 
3 
2 
1 



Group Number 
4 
3 
2 
1 



5 

5 

5.010* 
9.575* 
24.290* 
27.638* 



4 
4 

, 4.573* 
18.707* 
22.085* 



13.544* 
16.942* 



4.173* 



Peteeive«t Pioductiviljr 



Rc^MDse Option 

•4 
5 
1 
2 

*p <05. 



Group Number 
4 
5 
1 
2 



3 

3 

2.812* 
4368* 
7.141* 
7329* 



4 
4 

1395 

3.833* 

4.228* 



l.«99 
2i90 



308 
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APPENDIX H: EXTENT THAT WORK GROUP MEETINGS ARE USED TO 
SOLVE PROBLEMS AND ESTABLISH GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 



The analysis of variance dau for the effect of group meetings are provided in Table H-1, and the 

significant Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test resnlu are presented in Table^-2. 

Tests were significant for aU pairs of means except for two criteria, «ich of which had one pair 
,thaj^ was not significant. The nonsignificant differences were between Organizational 
Communications Ciimate response 2 (occasionally) and response 3 (about half the time); and 
between job Related Satisfaction response 3 (about half the time) and re^nse 4 (almost totally). 

Table HA. Analysis ofVamiMre Sununaijr Ikbk for Extent to Which Gioiq> 
Meetings aie Used to Sohe Ptobkms and Esteb&h Goak and O^ctives 



df MS F 



CejMcal O^aniulioiul Cfanale 



Between Croaps 3 138.4499 : 150.78 .001 

Within Croopfl 4091 - .9182 

TouJ 4095 ' ^ , 

Oi^attiuilioiMl CommomcftinQs CEmale 



Between Crpa|M 3 22,7280 22i8 .001 

Within Croa|M 4091 1.0153 

ToUl 4095 



Job Rekled Saliifcclba 

Between Croups 3 . 52.1367 45.29 .001 

Within Grodpt 3864 1.1512 

• Tot«l 3879 



Peiceived Prodoclivi^ 

Between Croups 3 118.6356 , 105.69 . .001 

Within Croups 4l8» 1.1225 

Total 4192 



53 



Tafr/e Newmmn-Keidi Sequenlkl Raof^e Test fer Extent to Wldch Gioup 
Meetnigs Used to SoKe Ptobknis and ^tobBsh Goah and Objectives 



Retponte Option 
2 

. 3 
4 



GenemI Oig aniulbnal Cteaie 



Croup Number 
2 
3 
4 



1 
1 

22J99* 
25.180^ 
26415* 



2 

2 

7,855 
11.051* 



3.674^ 



Reqi>oase Option 

2 
3 
4 



OigAiiutfaBsi Committ&atioiis CKmate 



Cronp N amber 
2 
3 
4 



1 
1 

8.145 
8^24* 

10.970* 



3 
3 

2.071 ' 
5.638* 



3.324* 



Job Rebted Salbfcetfon 



Refpoiue Option 

3 
4 



Cronp N amber 
2 
3 
4 



1 
1 

12.902* 
13389* 
14.549* 



2 

2 , 

3.157* 
5.571* 



3 
3" 



2.445 



RcfpOMe Option 

2 
3 

4 - 



Peiceivcd Piodnclintjr 



Groap N amber 
2 
3 
4 



1 
1 

18.010* 
20.710* 
22,476* 



2 
2 

6.858* 
10.3^* 



3.793* 



*p <05. 



APPENDIX I: WORK SCHEDULE 



The analysis of variance data for work schedules are provided in Table I-L and the Newman- 
Keuls Sequential Range Test results are presented in Table 1-2. 

General 0 rganizdtioriai Climate (n = 3849), The analysis of variance indicated a 
significant (p <.001) main effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated significant 
differences between the combuied responses 2 and 3 (swing shift and ni^t shift), and all other 
response options. Also, response option 5 Cd^ily work) was significantly different from all other 
responses. Response 6 (crew schedule) also differed significantly from responses 2 and 3 combined, 
and response 4 (day and night shift). 



Organizational Communications Climate (n —3849)' The analysis of variance indicated 
a significant (p <.0l) main effect. The Newman -Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated significant 



differences existed between response 6 and the combined responses £ and 3, and response 4. 


1 able 1-1 . 


Analysis of Variance Summaxy lable for WorirScliedtile — ---^ — — 


Souire 


df JWS 


F p 




General Oigaziizationai CKmale 




Between Groups 


4 52.4056 


54.36 .001 


Within Croups 


3844 .9641 




Total 


3849 






OiganBatiomii Commumcations Cli^iate 




Between Croups 


4 3^685 


3.19 ^ .013 


Within Groups 


3844 1.0257 




Total 


3849 




# 


Jab Related Satis&ction 




Between Groups 


4 164.7165 


164.38 .001 


Within Groups 


3624 1.0021 




Total 


3629 






Perceived Pioductivify 




Between Groups 


4 20.4604 


17.28 .001 


Within Groups 


3937 L1843 




Total 


3942 
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Table 1-2. Newman-Keub Sequential Range testforWoik Scheduk 



Response Option 



4 

i 

6 

^5 



Response Option 

2-3 
1 

5 ■ 
6 



Response Option 



2-3 
1 
5 



Response Option 



4 
6 
1 

5 



General Oiganizationa! Climate 
2^ 



Croup Number 
,3 
1 
5 
4 



4 

3 



4.659* 
7.674* 
8.978* 
17.173* 



2.277 
4.012* 
11.348* 



Oiganizational Communications CIima;e 



Group Number 
2 

i 

4 

5 



4 

3qc2 
.334 
1.910 
2.861 
4.326* 



2-3 
1 

1.490 
2.372 
3.908* 



Job Related Satisfaction 



Group Number 
3 
2 

1 . 
4 ' 



6 
5 

2.745 
2.728 
11.551* 
28.260* 



Perceived Pioductivity 



Group Number 
3 
5 

" 1 
4 



2-3 
2 . 

.911 
2.955 
3.907* 
8.710* 



4 
3 

.007 
7.269* 
20.836* 



4 
3 

1.981 
2.855 
7.580* 



2.311 
12.008* 



1 
4 



.993 
3.100 



2-3 
2 



7.188* 
20.567* 



6 

5 



.782 
5.978* 



6 

5 



7.451' 



2.734 



17.415* 



6.080* 



•p <05. 

JofcfieZa/edS^ay«/ac/ion TiT »5<»29;. The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p < 
-OOU main effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Test indicated that response 5 (daily work) 
response 1 (day shift work) differed significantly from all other response options. 

Perceirerf Productivity (n =3942). The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p < 
.001) main effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated significant differences 
existed between responses 5 and all other response options. Also, response 1 and the combined 
responses 2 and 3 differea significantly from each other. 
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APPENDIX J: DESGRIPTION OF CAREER INTENTIONS 



The analysis of variance data for career intentions, in regard lo the Air Force, are provided in 
Table J-1, and the Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test resulu arc presented in Table J-2. 

general Organizational Climate (n = 4093), The analysis of variance indicated a 
significant (p ;<00i) main effect, the Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated significant 
differences between all pairs of response means. 

0 rganizational Communications Climate (N =4093). The analysis of variaikce indicated 
a significant main effect (p <0i). The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range test indicated a significant 
difference only between response 1 (to continue in the Air Force) and response 5 (other). 

Job Related Satisfaction (n ^3864). the analysis of variance indicated significant (p < 
.001) main effects. The Newman-Keals Sequential Range test indicated significant differences 
between al) response options except between response 2 (will most likely continue in the Air Force) 
and response 4 (planning to retire in the next 12 months). 



Table J-l, Analysis ofVarimice Smnnuixy table forCaxcerlnlentioiui 

(Air Force) 



Soaire 


df MS 


F 


p 




Ceneml Ofganizational CSmale 






Betw een ' C ro ups 


4 117:5633 


129.95 


.001 


Within Croups 


4088 .9047 






Total 


4093 








Oiganizational Communications Climate 






Between Croups 


4 4.6296 


4.50 


.01 


Within Croups 


4088 1.0279 






totai 


4093 








Job Related Satisfiiction 






Between Croups 


4 114.9263 


107.28 


.001 


Within Ci'oupis 


3859 1.0713 






Total 


3864 








Perceived Piodiictivit^r 






Between Croups 


4 67.2693 


58.94 


.001 


Within Croups 


4184 L1412 






Total 


4189 
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Table J-2. Newni«n:Keiib Sequent Ring* test fcr Career Intentions 



Geneni O^anizationai Clinute 



Response Option 



3 

2 
4 
1 



Response Option 

4 
2 
3 

i 



Response Option 

3 
2 
4 
1 



Response Option 

3 
2 

4 
i 

' . *p <.()5. 





5 


3 


2 


4 


Croup Number 


5 


o 


2 


4 


3 


7.532» 








2 


i 3.527* 


6.859* 






4 


13.i83* 








1 


30.119* 






4.056* 


Oiganizaionai Communications 


Cfimale 








5 


4 


2 


3 


Group Number 


5 


4 


2 


3 


4 


.118 








2 


1.529 


.^39 






3 


2.900 


i 790 


ADO 


" - - 


i 


5.574* 




2.990 


2.248 


Job Related Satu&ction 










5 


3 


2 


4 


Group Number 


' : 5 


3 


2 


4 


3 


4.317* , 








2 


9.577* 


5.680* 






4 


8.674* 


5.842* 


1.572 




1 


26.635* 


21.224* 


12.078* 


6.771* 


Pen-eivcd Pcoductivi^ 










5 


3 


2 


4 


Group Number 


5 


3 


2 


■ ■ 4 


3 


2.849* 








2 


7.120* 


4.576* 






^ 4 


8.547* 


6.672* 


3.093* 




1 


19.378* 


15.827* 


8.473* 


2.582 



Perceived; Productivity (n =4189). The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p < 
m\) ma.n effect. The Nevrman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated significant differences 
belMreen all response pairs excep/ betvreen response 1 (to continue in the Air Force) and response 4 
(planning to retire in the next 12 months). 
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APPENDIX K: MAJOR COMMAND 

The analysis of variance data for the effect of the major command (MAJCOM) lo which the 
respondent was assigned_are provided in T?.ble and the Newman-K^uls Sequential Range Test 
results are presented in Table K-2. The M AJCOMs are labelled A to E to preserve their anonymity. 

General Organizational Climate (n =3901). For the criterion of General Organizational 
Climate, the analysis of variance indicated a significant (p <.001) main effect. The Newman-Keuls 
Sequential Range Test indicated significant differences between command A and commands D and 
E, between command B and commands D and E, and between commands D and E. 



Organizational Communications Climate (n =390 1). The analysis of variance indicated 
a sijgnificant main effects (p <00l). The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated significant 
differences between all command pairs except between commands D and E. 



Table K-1. 


Ana^is of Variance Summaiy Table for Major Comma 


nd C^AJCOM) 




Soiure 


df MS 


F 


p 




l«f*n^nk] llnrjk ni9tt tiAnsl 1^ Innate 






Between Groups 


4 17.2258 


17.07 


.001 


Within Groups 


3896 1.0089 






Total 


3901 








Oij^anjzational Communications Cfimale 






Between Groups 


4 18.9081 


18.71 


.001 


Within Groups 


3896 1.0104 






Tol;il 


3901 








job Related Satisfiiction 






Between Groups 


4 108.2592 


102.84 


.001 


Within Groups 


3679 1.0527 






Total 


3684 








Perceived Productivity 






B e t w een G ro ups 


4 10.0853 


8.42 


.001 


Within Groups 


3989 1.1977 






Total 


3994 
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table k-2. Newmaa-keuk Sequential Range test for Major Command (MAJCOM) 



Response Option 

E ' 

B 

A 

C 



Response Option 

D 
E 
B 

C 



Response Option 

C 
E 
B 
A 



Response Option 

A 
E 
C 
B 



Genemi Oiganizational Climate 



Croup Number 
6 
2 
1 

4' ■ 



D 

5 

2.954* 
8.463* 
8.094* 
2342 



E- 
6 

8^83* 
7.457* 
1.849 



Otganizatioaal Communications Climale 



Group Number 
5 
6 
2 
4 



A 
1 

5.634* 
8.391* 
11.470* 
5.348* 



Job Related Satisfaction 



Croup Number 
4 
6 
2 
j 



D 

5 

1.639 
10.478* 
21.660* 
22.831* 



Perceived Productivity 



Croup Number 
I 

6 
4 

9 



D 

5 

3.483* 
4.343* 
.958 
7.837* 



D 

5 

.772 
4.196* 
4.182* 



C 
4 

.642 
2.739 
3.325. 



A 
I 

.234 
.254 
4.433* 



B 

2 



.404 
.766 



E- 
6 



5.033* 
4.086* 



E 
6 



17.294* 
18.592* 



A 
1 



.696 



.220 
5.545* 



B 

2 



3.421* 



B 

2 



3.717* 



C 
4 



.495 



•p <().'.. 



Job Related Salh/action (n =3684). The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p < 
.001) mam effect. The Neyrman-Keuls Sequential Range Test ^as significant for all command pairs 
except that command C did not differ significantly from any other command. 

Perceived ProductivUy (n =3994). fhe analysis of variance indicated a significant (p < 
AMI) mam effect. The Nevrman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated significant differences 
betvreen command D and commands A. B and E. Also, command B differed significantly from 
commands A, D and E. 
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APPENDIX L; ORGANIZATIONAL LEVEL 



The analysis of variance data for the organizational level of the respondents are provided m 
'Fabie L-h the Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test results are presented in Table L-2. The 
iirganizational level codes are given in Table 2 of main texL 

General 0 rganizational Climate (n ^4108). The Newman-Keals Seqtiential Range Test 
indicated that for those levels tested (responses 2, 5, 6^ 7 and 8) there were significant differences 
iM-iHeen all pairs, except for levels 5 and 8, which did not differ significantly from each other. 

Organizational Communications Climate (n ^4108). The Newman^euls Sequential 
i{ ange Test indicated significant differences betwee;i all organizationai levels except between levels 5 
and 6: and between level 6 and level 7. 

Job Related Satisfaction in =3879^, The Newman4Ceuls Sequential Range Test indicated 
that significant differences existed between all organizational levels except between levels 5 and 6. 

Perceived -Productivity (n ^4205). The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated 
^i{rnincant differences exbted between all oi^nizalional levels except for levels 7 and 8. 

Table L-1. Analysis ofVaziance Summaiy lable forOiganizatiDiial Level 



df \ MS 



30.01 ' .001 



Gencnl Oig«n3zatbnal Cfimaie 

lirlHi'en Groups 7 £9 1676 

U ithin.(; roups 4100 .9719 

Total 4108 

OiganizatiDiial Communications Climale 

BHwren Groups 7 10.0091 9 86 ' 001 

ithin Groups 4100 1.0154 

Total ' 4108 ^ 



job Related Sa&&ction 

liHween (;roupj> 6 80.0351 7495 001 

uhin Groups 3872 1.0678 

Total . 3879 



Perceived Productivity 

7 
197 

Total 4205 



1 1 1*1 wren Groups 7 17 8208 

Vi ithin Groups 4197 1.1830 



15.06 ;00l 



Tattle L-2. Newman-Keiik Sequential Range Test 
forOiganizationai Level 



Geneai Ch^aniutional CHmale 



Response Option 

6 
5 
8 
2 



Response Option 

6 

7 
5 

.2 



Response Option 

5 
6 



Croup Number 
3 
2 
5 

i 



7 
4 

7.802* 
1 1.048* 
12.523* 
14.073* 



6 
3 

3.434* 
5.627* 
9J23* 



OigamzationahCommunicadons CBmate 



Croup Number 
3 
4 
2 
1 



8 
5 

6.304* 
7.434* 
8.064* 
10.940* 



Job Related SalisfiicliDn 



Croup Number 

. 2 
3 
5 

i 



7 
4 

13.563* 
18.746* 
17.768* 
19.061* 



6 
3 

.174: 
2.473 
7.203* 



5 
2 

2.748 
5.174* 
10.061* 



Perceived Productivity 



5 
2 



2381 : 
6.849* 



7 
4 



2.824* 
7.651* 



6 
3 



2.986* 
8.526* 



RrspoDse-Option 




7 


8 


6 




Croup Number 


4 


5 


3 


8 


5 


.268 






6 


3 


6.041* 


3.789* 




5 


2 


9.057* 


6.177* 


3.021* 


2 


1 


10.909* 


9.247* 


7.188* 



8 
5 



4.858* 



5 
2 



5.406* 



8 
5 



5.835* 



5 
2 



5.048* 
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APPENDIX M: WORK CROUP CODES 



The analysts variance data for the four criteria are provided in Table M-1. The Newman- 
keuis» Sequential Range Tests involved eight work group levels. Discvssing all significant pair 
combinations for the four, criteria becomes rathtr awkward. Review of the Newman-Keuls 
Sequential Range T^t results in Table M-2 provides all significant relationships. The work group 
c^des are labeled in Table 3 in main text. 



Table M'l. Anafysb* of Variance Sununaxy labia for Work Group Codes 



Souirr 


' df MS 


F 


P 




OenexBi Uiganizatioiial Llimate 






Between Croups 
-^Within Croups 
Total 


7 33.4959 
4100 .9645 
4108 

Oiganizational Commimicatioiis Climate 


34.73 


.001 


Between Creups 
Within Croups 
Total 


7 24.5087 
4100 .9907 
4108 

Job Related SadsfiictKon 


24.74 


.001 


Between Groups 
Within Croups 
Total 


7 69.7137 
3871 1.0661 
3879 

Perceived Productivity 


65.39 


.001 


Between Croups 
Within Croups 
Total 


7 21.3048 
4197 1.1772 
4205 


18 10 


.001 
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Table Newman-Keub Sequential Range Testfcr Woik Cioop Codes 



Genenl Oi|(Siuzatioiial Cfimste 



Response Option 



Croiip Num- 



ber 


4 


5 


3 


6 


2 


5 


.837 










3 


2,639 


1.453 








6 


4.842* 


3.119 


1.598 






2 


12.700* 


8.701* • 


6.983* 


5.474* 




7 


8.559* 


7.197* 


-6U)91* 


5.033* 


1.534 


8 


10.958* 


8.903* 


7.619* 


6.455* 


Z494 


1 


17329* 


12.489* 


10.780* 


9.456* 


4.554* 



-522 

1355 .8/3 



OigAniuitioiial CommiinicftliDBi CGmale 



Renponae Option 




3 


6 


4 


5 


2 


- 
3 




Oroup N iiffl- 
















' Ot t 


8 


6 


4 


5 


Z 


3 


6 




8.053* 












' 4 ; 


^ 4 


12.191* 


4:043* 










5 


5 


11.658* 


4367* 


1.720 


• 








2 




7.972* 


5348* 


2.838* 






3 


3 


14.080* 


7386* 


5.453* 


3.010 


312 




7 


7 


11.186* 


5357* 


3.609 


2.245 


393 


.032 


1 


1 


15331* 


9.097* 


7307* 


4.107* 


1323 


.847 








Job Rckted Satii&ction 








Rrspooiic Option 


Croup Num* 


5 


2 




6 


3 


7 
















.2 


. ber 


5 


2 


4 


6 


3 


7 


2 


7302* 












■ 4 ■■ 


4 


10.153* 


1.924 










6 


6 


10.758* 


4306* 


3.253* . 








3 


3 


14.495* 


8329* 


8.053* 


3.943* 






4 


7 


12.484* 


8.008* 


7.429* 


4.907* 


2.073 




1 


1 


24.116* 




20.193* 


12.977* 


8:617" 


3375* 


8 


8 


18.923* 


14.289* 


14.175* 


10376* 


7.105* 


3.741* 








Perceived Pkodociivity 








Responste Option 




6 


8' 


4 


5 


3 


7 ' 




Croup Num- 














8 


ber 


6 


8 


4 


5 


3 


7 


8 


2.932* 












, 4 


4 


8.123* 


2.651 










5 


5 


6.491* 


2369 


.111 








3 


3 


8.685* 


4.193* 


2391 


•2J224 






t 


' » 7 


6.634* 


3.621 


2.258 


1.966 


343 




2 


2 


10367* 


5.187* 


4.612* , 


3339 


.858 


.236 


1 


1 


14.496* 


8.471* 


9.859* 


7.433* 


4.985* 


3.170 



<05. 
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APPENDIX N: HIGHEST EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OBTAINED (OFnCERS) 

The analysis of variance data for t. j highest educationai level obtained by the officers in this 
study are provided in Tabic N-l, and the significant Newinan*keiik Sequential Range ^ests are 
presented in table N -2. 

General Organizational Climate (a ^712), The Newman-Keois Sequential Range Test 
indi<^ted significant differences between responses 4 (bachelor degree) and 5 (some graduate work); 
and between re^>onses 5 (some graduate work) and 6 (master degree). 

Organizational Communications Climate (n ^712). The Newman^Ceuls Sequential 
Range Test indicated significant differences between response opdon 7 (doctoral degree), and 
responses 4 (bachelor degree)^ 5 (some graduate work) and 6 (master degree). 

Job Related Satisfaction (n -686). The Newman4£enls Sequential Range Test indicated 
significant differences between response option 5 (some graduate work) and response 6 (master 
degree) and 7 (doctoral degree). Also, dgnificant differencefi exist between response option 4 
(bachelor degree) and responses 6 and 7. 



Table iV-i. Anafysk of Vanaoce Smnmaiy^labie fcrH%hest 
Educationai Level Obtiincd ^fficen) 



$OttlC« 


df MS 


F " p 




Geneiai Ofganizalk>nai Cfimale 




B etween C ro ups 


3 "4.4061 


5.11 .001 


Within Croups 


708 8628 




Total 


712 






Oiganizational Communications Climate 




Between Croups 


3 _ 5^g9 _ 


M2 .001 


Within Croups 


708 .9388 




total 


712 






Job Related Satisfrction 




Between Croups 


3 12.3096 


8.80 .001 


Within Croups 


682 1.3991 




Total 


686 




o 


Peiceived ftodactivity 




Between Croups 


3 8.9439 


9.91 .001 


Within Croups 


718 .9025 




Total 


722 
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Table Newman-Keak Seqnentiai Range test for Educational Level (Officer) 



Genenl Oiganizatibnal Cfimale 

Re:{ponsc Option 5 : 4 7 

Croup Number 2 1 4 

- 4 - 1 2.777* 

* - 1.946 



■ .447 

3 S.499* 2.996 L076 

Oiganizational Communicatioiw Cfimale 



Pciceived Piodv 



2 2.086 



6 Q 



5 4 



Response Option 7 

Croup Number- 4 2 1 

^ 2 5.007* 

^ 1 5.648* .907 

^ 3 6.137* 1.784 .965 

Job Related Satvfrciian 

Response Option 5 ^ ^ 

Croup Number 2 13 

^ I 1.490 

^ .3 5.726* 

4 5.015* 



4.678* 

4.326* 1.962 



Response Option 7 5 4 

Croup Namber 4 2 * 1 



^ i 3.809* 2.954* 



5.731* . 6.350* 3.786* 



^ Pen eived Productivity (n ^722), The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range test indicated 
M^jnificant differences between response option 7 (doctoral degree) and responses 4 (bachelor 
drprer) and 6 (master degree). Significant differences were obtained between response option 5 
(Minir graduate work) and responiit^s 4 and 6.^ 
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APPENDIX O. HIGHEST LEVEL OF PROFESSIONAL MILITARY 
EDUCATION OBTAINED (OFFICERS) 



The analysis of variance data for the hi^est level of professional military education obtained by 
officers are provided in Table 0-U ^d the Newman-Keols Sequential Range Test results are 
presented in Table 0-2. 

General Organizational Climate (n =699). The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test 
indicated that all pairs of responses were statistically different except for responses 5 (Squadron 
Officers Schoo') and 6 (intermediate service school). ' 

Organizational Communications Climate (n "^699). The Newman-tCeois Sequential 
Range Test indicated. that response option 7 differed significantly. from all other responses. 

Job Related Satisfaction (n =671). The Newman-Keuk Sequential.Range Test indicated 
that aii response pairs si^ificantly differed from each other except for response 6 (none' or not 
applicable) and response 5 (Squadron Officers School). 



1 no le L/ -2 


. Anafysis ofVamnce Siunmaiy lable for H^hest Level 






of Professional Mffitaiy Education (Offices) 









df MS 




p 




Ceneral Oigamzalional Clhnate 






Between Croups 


3 8.0641 


9.64 


.001 


Within Croups 


695 8363 






Toul 


699 








Oiganizational Communications CSmate 






Between Croups 


3 - 3.7260 


3.90 


.009 


Within Croups 


695 .9546 






Total 


699 








Job Related Salisfiietion 






Between Croups 


3 21.7499 


16.07 


.001 


Within Croups 


667 1.3535 






Total 


671 








Perceived Productivity 






Between Croups 


3 9.0518 


10:13 




Within Croups 


706 .8938 






Total 


704 
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Table 0-2. Newnmn-Keak Seqnentui Range Test for 
. Professional Mffibiiy Education $)fficeB) 



•p <05. 



Job Related Sattsfection 



Cenenl Oiganisational Cfimale 

Response Option 0 5 6 

Cifeap Number 1 2 3 

5 2 2.990* 

^ , 3 4.248 



2.055 



^ 4 7320* 5.623* 

Oiganizational Commnnications CKmale 



Group Number 1 2 

^ 2 2.132 

^ 3 5330* /,.060* 



^ 2 , 2325 

^ 3 5.213* 3.776 

4 6.818* 5.626 



3.173» 



Response Option q ^ g 

Group Number 1 2 3 

^ 2 .922 

^ 3 1.515 

^ 4 4.532* 



.867 

4.285* 2.972* 



Response Option -0 5 5 



3 



^ * , 8.824* 8.007* 3.607' 

Perceived Prodnctivify 

Response Option ' q 5 " ^ ' 

Group Number ^ 1 2 . 3 <• 



1.74tf 



_ Perceived Productivily (n - 704). The Nevvman-Keuls Sequentijl Range Test indicated 
lhat all response pairs significantly differed except for responses 0 and 5; and responses 6 and 7. 
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APPENDIX P: HIGHEST EDUCAtlONAL LEVEL OBTAINED (AIRMIEN) 



The analysis of variance data for the highest educational level obtained by airmen are provided 
in Table P-1 and the Nev/man-KeuIs Sequential Range Test results are presented in Table P'2. 

General Organizational Climate (n = 2702), The analysis of variance indicated a 
significant main effect (p -COOI). The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated significant 
differences between responses 2 (high school graduate or CED) and 3 (some college work). 

Organizational Communications Climate (n = 2702), The main effect was not 
significant. 

Job Related Satisfaction (n =2558), The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p < 
.005) main effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test icdicated a significant difference 
existed between response 2 (high school Jraduate or GED) and 3 (some college work); and between 
response 2 and the pooled response option 4 and 5 (bachelor^s degree and some graduate work). 

Perceived Productivity (n =2786). The main effect was not significant. 

Table P-i. Analysis of Varl;nce Summaiy table for 
Highest Educational Level Obtained (Ainnen) 



Source df MS F 



Genenl Oiganisational Clinuie 



Between Groups 3 5.4939 5.40 .001 

Within Groups 2698 > 1.0166 

Total 2702 

Oiganizational Communicatk>n8 CGmale 



Between Groups 3 1.9172 1.92 .125 

Within Groups 2698 1.0009 

Total 2702 

Job Hebted Sa&fiic^n 

Between Groups 3 5.0926 4.69 .003 

Within Groups 2554 1.0861 

Total 2558 



Perceived Productivity 

Befween Groups 3 2.0089 1.63 .181 

Within Groups 2782 1.2333 

Total 2786 



EKLC 



Table Newiii«ii*Keiib Sequentbl Range testibr 
Educafioiui Level (Aitmen) ^ 





Genenl O^aniutiDiial Climate 






- 

Response Option 




2 


i 


3 




Croiip Number 


2 


1 


3 


i 


1 


.909 






3 


3 


4.940* 


.034 






4 


3.593 


.928 


• 1.851 




Job Related Sa 


tis&ction 






Response Option 




2 


3 


4-5 




Group Number 


2 


3 


4 




3 - 


4.168* 








4 


3.579* 


2.042 




i 


i 


1.949 


1.182 


.142 



•p <05. 



ERIC 
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APPENDIX (?: HIGHEST i ^VEL OF PROFESSIONAL MILITARY 
\ EDUCATION OBTAINEb (AIRMEN) 

-\: . ' _ . ... 

The aoalysis of variance data for the highest. level of professional military education obtained by 
airmen are provided in Table Q-U the Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test results are presented in 
Tible Q.2. 

General Organizational Climate (n ^ 2700j. The analysis of variance indicated a 
significant (p <L00l) main effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated significant 
differences existed between all response pairs except between responses 0 and 1. 

Organizational Communications Climate (n = 2700). The main effect was not 
significant. 

Job Related Satisfaction (n -2555). The analysis of variance indicated a significant (p < 
,001) main effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated significant differences 
between all response pairs except between responses 0 and 1. 

Perceived Productivity (n ^2 784), The analysis of variance indicated c ^gnificant (p < 
,001) main effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated significant differences 
between all response pairs except between responses 0 and 1; and bet^veen responses 3 and 4. 

Table Q-l. Anatysis ofVanatice Summaiy Tible for Behest Level 
of Professional Miyiaiy Educalion (Ainneu) 



Sooice dr MS F p 



Cenenl Oigamzadonai Cfimate 



Between Groups 
Within Croups 
Total 



4 

2695 
2700 



54.9249 
.9417 



58.33 



.001 



Between Croups 
Within Croups 
Total 



Ofganizalional Communicatioiis Cfimaie 



4 

2695 
2700 



1.9579 
L0025 



, 1.95 



•099 



Between C roups 
Within Groups 
Toul 



Job Related Satisfiiction 

4 37.7929 



2550 
2555 



1.0333 



36.57 



.001 



Perceived Productivity 

Between Croups ^ 4 27.5922 22.99 .001 

Within Croupi* ^779 L2003 

Tolal 2784 



Table Q'2. Newman-Keuk Seqoentiai Range Test for 
Piofessional Miihaiy Education (Ainnen) 





Genera 


1 Oiganiza&>nal CHmate 






Response Option 




6 


1 


2 


• 

3 




Group Number 


i 


2 


3 




1 


2 


2.048 








2 


3 


9.961* 


7.550* 






3 


4 


14.587* 


12.503* 


6.034* 




4 


S 


16.358* 


14.718* 


9.418* 


4.067* 




Job Related Satisfaction 








Kesponse Option 




d 


i 


2 


3 




Croap Number 


i 


2 


3 


4 


1 


2 


.479 










3 


3.555* 


2.912* 






3 


4 


10.549* 


9.752* 


7.052* 






Perceived Pioductivi^ 








Response Option 




0 


i 


2 


3 




Group N amber 


1 


2 


3 


4 


1 


2 


1.451 








2 


3 


4.831* 


3.273* 






3 


4 


10.001* 


8.565* 


5.660* 




4 


5 


9.995* 


8.890* 


6.533* 


1.691 



♦p <05. 
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APPESDIX R: HICHESt EDUCATIONAL LEVEL OBtAINED (CIVILIANS) 



Th<* analysis of variance data for the highest educational level obtained by civilians are provided 
ill Table* R-1. and ihe Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test results are presented in Table 

^r^ '^^''^^ ^ ''89'* izofio nal Clim ate (n ^620). The analysis of variance indicated a significant 
(p <.(M)3)' main effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated significant differences 
«*\i>trd hetwe(*n response 3 (some college) and the p<)oled responses S« 6, .and 7 (some graduate 
work — dui'loral degree). 

() rganizationa! Com m unications Climate (n ^620). The^analysis of variance indicated a 
Hiziiifirani (p <AHH) main effect. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated significant 
«liffrrenres evisied beiweenjhe pooled responses 5, 6, and 7 and all other responses. Also« response 
ojiiiun 2 (high M-hool or CED) differed significantly from response 3. ^ 

^ Job Related Satisfaction (n ^5 7 1 ), The main effect was not significant. 

- Perveived Productivity (n ^624), The analysis of variance indicated a signi ficant (p <0i) 
ttiatit efferi. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated significant differences between the 
)MM>lrd rf*.sponses 3. 6 and 7 and all other responses. 

Tab le R-J. Aiuiiysm of Variance Suminaiy Table for 
H^hest Educational Level Obtahied (CW^ns) 



df MS 



Ceneni Oigankational Cfimale 



<;roups 3 3.5689 4.30 .005 

W h 111 n (; roups 616 .9299 

Toiai 620 



Oiganjzational Commumcaaons Climate 

lieiHeeri <; roups 3 13.6432. 11.68 .001 

Vl iiiiin (;roij|)> 6i6 1.1676 

Tola! 620 



Job Related Satis&ction 

BeiHi rri (;roijp> 3 .9751 1.28 .281 

\\ iihiii (#ri>ijp> 567 .7633 

Tolal \ 571 

Peiceived Productivity 

HrlHi rn Groups, 3 5.0503 4.15 .006 

W illiiri <; roups 620 1.2174 

loial 624 
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Table Ji-2. Newnum-Keub Sequentul Range Test for 
Edocatbiuil Uvei (ChrffiaiM) 















Genenl Oigaarradoiial CGmate 






Response Option 




3 


z 


4 




Croup Number 


2 


I 


3 


2 


1 


2.076 






4 


3 ; 


1.692 


.326 




5-7 




5.046* 


3J!3b 


2.105 




OigaiiizalioiHil Conununications CGinale 






Response Option 




5-7 


3 


i 

4 




Croup Number 


4 


2 


3 


o 


2 


5.703 ♦ 






4 


3 


5.900* 


2.072 




2 


1 


8.053* 


3.329* 


.100 




Perceived P^>dllcliv^^)r 






Kesponse Option 




5-7 


3 


2 




Croup Number 


4 


2 


I 


3 


2 


3.869* 






2 


1 


4.723* 


1.321 




i 


3 


3.669* 


1.065 


.212 
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APPENbiX S: ANALYSIS OF CLASSIFICATION BY GRADE 



The analysis of variance data for classification by grade are provided in Table S-1, the simple 
main effects are summarized in Table S.2, and the Newman-Keuls Sequ*?ntial Range Test results are 
presented in Table S-3. 

General 0 rganizational Climate (n =41 07 j., The analysis of variance indicated significant 
(p <6bl) main effects for classification (Cl) and grade (G) and the interaction effect (CIXG). The 
test for simple main, effects indicated that for classification (Cl) all levels of grade (G) were 
significant. Also, for grade (G), all levels of clarification (Cl) were significant. The Newman-Kuels 
Sequential Range Test indicated thal^ade (G) for officere (cl|) had significantly di%rcnt means 
between group g^ and groups g2 and g^. For grade (G) for airmen (c 1 ^^^r® were significant 
differences for all grade levels, except gj and g^ which did not significantly differ. Grade (G) for 
civilians (CI3) had significantly different means between grade level g2 and levels g3 and g^. The 
Newman-Keuis Sequential Range Test for classification (Cl) at grade level gj indicated significant 
differences existed between classification level cl^ and classification levels clj and clj. For 
classification (C I) at grade level g2^ all classification level mean pairs differed significantly from each 
other, classification (Cl) at grade level g^ and at level g^ had significant differences for both levels, 
between xrlassification clj and classifications CI2 and cl^. 

Table S-7. Anafysis of Variance Summaiy Table for 
Classification (Ci) by Gmde ^) 



Souirr 



df 



MS 



Within Oil 



Ceneisl Oiganiuitioiial CGmaie 

2 22.1131 

3 , 12.8914 
6 10il69 

4095 .8934 



24.7505 
14.4289 
11.4355 



.001 
.001 
.001 



Oi|(«niz«tional Communicatwiu Cltnuile 



ClbsMinraticn (ft) 

CllaNMHcalion x («radr {i'.t \ (*) 
U ithin Oil 



2 
3 
6 

4095 



.6214 
2.8593 
5.9136 
1.0227 



.6077 .545 
2.7959 .039 
5.7825 .001 



Job Related Sati»frction 



<*ia!i>in<*a1ion {('A) 
<;radr ((;) 

(IlaNsiririilion \ ('rjili* {C\ \ il) 
« ilhiit Crll 



3«f>7 



46.1965 
15^927 
17.6426 
1.04S3 



44.1957 
14.9173 
16.8785 



.001 
.001 
.001 



Prireivrd Proditcdvitv 



f; rjd.- (i;) 

(llasbincjtion v^'radf- {fU \ («) 
U ithiii Oil 



2 
3 
6 

4192 



12.5764 
5.9425 
7.9391 
1.1426 



5.20(»7 
6.9481 



Ml 
Am] 
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Table _S-2. Simple Main Efiects Sttnunaiy Ikble 
forCkssification ^1) by Grade fG) 



Soiuce 



CI a; gj 
CI at 
CI al g3 
CI at 

W ithin Cc 



C at cl, 
C at cl^ 
C at cC 

Within Cell 



CI at 
Within 



Cell 



C at c|| 
C at cl^ 
C at cl^ 

Within Cc 



^f''«I 

CI at g. 

Within Cell 



C at c|| 
C at 
C at cl^ 

Within Cell 



CI atg^ 
CI atg3 

Witnin Ce 



G at cl| 
C at ci.^ 
G at cl« 

Witnin Cell 



df 


MS 




F 


P 


Genenl Oiganizational Cbnale 








2 


58.548 




65^34 


.001 


2 


38.358 




98.901 


:001 


2 


5.549 




. 6.21 1 


.002 


2 


2.809 




3.144 




4095 


.893 






3 


16.468 


• 


18.432 


.001 


3 


76^56 




85.467 


.001 


3 


9.823 








4095 


.893 








gSQtzatibiu. 


Jommunicatioan ^'imale 








2 


4^18 




4.222 


.015 


2 


9.I2I 




8.919 


.001 


2 


1.153 




1. 128 


324 


2 


3.504 




3.426 


.033 


4095 


1.023 








3 


4.735 




4.630 


.003 


3 


6.355 




6.214 


.001 


3 


3.134 




3.064 


.027 


4095 


.893 








Job Related Satitfiictann 









2 


5.844 




^5.591 


.004 


2 


90.404 




90.313 


.001 


2 


10.211 




9.768 


:ooi 


•> 


23.744 




22.715 


.001 


3867 


1.045 








3 


35.47'' 




33.940 


.001 


3 


43.997 




42.090 


.001 


3 


1.820 




1. 74 1 


.157 


3867 


1.045 




Perceived Pioductivity 











2 


20.028 




17.523 


.001 




2 


49.450 




43.279 


.001 




2 


1. 173 




1.027 


:358 




2 


2.193 




I.9I9 


.147 




4192 


1.143 










3 


II>15 




9.929 


.001 




3 


51.482 




45.057 


.001 




3 


2.924 




2.559 


.053 




4192 


1. 143 









CI -CiaiM^ncation with CI. «ol*ficcf; CK> ^airmen: CU »ci\ilian. 
C -Grade with C| «I-3: G.> -4-5; C3 £7: C^ -8+ . 
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Table S-3. Newman-Keub Seqiientml Range Testfer 
Cfassification (CI) by Gnide <G) 



CeneiBl Oigai^ikiiial Cfimalr 



Ckssification at Cnde Level 1 

Re«ponM^ Option 2 3^ 

Croup Number (CK) 2 3 

3 " 4.4345* 

" * I 159829* l:OI21 

Cbssifieatioii «t Grade Level 2 

Response Option 2 3-5 

Croup Number (Cl.j 2 3 

^ 3 3^721* 

J I 19.8777* 11.6587» 

Classification at Grade Level 3 



Re«pon«e Option 3^ 2 

Group Number (CI ) . 3 . 2 

2 2 , " .9608 

* I 4.8342» 4.7354» 

Clissificalion at Grade Level 4 

Rc«pon«c Option \ 2 

Croup Number (CI.) L 2 

2 2 . " 3 03I9» 

3-6 3 3.5447» , .7210 



Grade at Classification Level I 



Re»poniie Option ^7 i 2 

Croup Number (C.) 4 1 2 

) I ' 1.9564 

2 2. 5.80I5» 8.9861* 

3 3 5.3577» 5.5982» .9162 

Grade at Classification Level 2 

Rr«pon«e Option 1 2 3 

Croup Number (C.) _ 1 _ 2 3 

2 2 ' 36465* 

3 3 19.2511* 17.0470* 

^'^ 4 13.2158* IL5478* .9760 

Grade at Classification Level 3 

Reitponsr Option 2 1 3 

Croup Number (C.) _ 2_ I 3 ^ 

1 1 " 1.6390 

3^ ^ 3 4.5222* 1.2170 

^' 4 8.0206* 2.7457 2.4679 



77 



72 



Table S-3 (Continued) 



Krj^pbnitr Option 



Cbaaificatioa atCmde Level 1 



G>oup Number (C) 
2 ' 
3 



I 

_ i 

2.7293 
3.5989* 



2 
■2 

2.7312 



Kr^ipontiT Option 
I 



Ckaaificalion at Cnde Level 2 



Croup Number (Cl.) 
3 ' 
1 



2 
2 

1.5071 
5.9309* 



3^ 
3 

3.0793* 



K«*»p4>n!4* Option 



CkasiScalion atCnde Level 4 



Croup Number (CI.) 

3 ' 
2 



1 
1 

1.4755 
2.9531 



3^ 
3 

3.0910* 



Cmde atCbftsifiration Level 1 



KrsponK4* Option 
I 



Group Number iC.) 

1 ' 
3 

2 



4-7 
4 

2.1129 
2.7468 
3.9400* 



I 
1 

1.6055 



.(>i: 



Cmde at Ckaaificalion Level 2 



lt«>|N>ns«* Option 

3 
I. 



Croup Number (C-) 
3 ' 
I 

4 



2 

J2630 
5.3676* 
3.1806 



3 
3 

i.tKHiM 

2.8237 



Cnde al Cksnification Level 3 



11 «*>|N>n}«i* <)|>ti»n 

3 
•» 

1 



Croup Nnmbrr iC) - 
3 ' 
2 
! 



4-7 
4 

1^270 
I.ei2*)8 
4.1959* 



3 

i 

.27<)8 
3.262<) 



3.1377* 



Job Rrk^d Ssiififiirtion 



Ck9si6ralk»n atCrade Lr^vl i 



Ki*^|Mm<<«* Option 



3-6 



(•roup Numbrr iCA.) 
3 



I 
1 

1.MM3 
i.684i* 



i.2i:r>* 
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Table S-3 {Continued) 



Job Rehleil Sstisfiicbon 



Cbssi&alion at Cnde Level 2 



Rettponae Option '2 1 

Croup Number (CI.) 2 1 

I 1 ' 13.4555* 

3-6 3 153924* 2.8574* 



Cbis^atioilttGiade Level 3 

Rcftponse Option 2 1 

Croup Number (Ci:) 2 1 

1 1 ' 3.0914* 

3- 6 3 5.7711* 3707 

Ckssifica^n at Cade Level 4 

Response Option 1 2 

Croop Number (01.) 1 2 

2 2 ' 5.1647* 

U> 3 83«45* 5.9401* ; 

Cade atChssificatbn Level 1 

•• ? - 

RrsponHc Option 4^7 1 2 

Croup Nujnber (C) 4 1 2 

1 1 * .9746 

2 2 63136* 12.6751* 

3 3 5.9721* 7.7666* 1.1292 

Cnde at ClasatficaltDn Level 2 

Rr^iponse Option 2 | «3 

Croup Namber (GO ^ t 3 
1 1 * .6235 

3 3 U.09<W* 12.0089* 

4- 7 ^ 4 ' 93017* 8.8093* 1.0669 



Peicehrcd Rrodnclivitjr 



Ckssificatibn at Cmde Level I 



Responfie Option 
1 

,3^ 



Croup Number (CI*) 
I ' 



2 

* 2 

73050* 

43234* 



I 
1 

2.0404 



Clasaification at Ciade Level 2 



K«.?ipont(e> Of cton 

' 3-6 
1 



^ Croup Number (CI-) 
3 ' 
1 



2 
2 

4.2412* 
12.9094* 



3^ 
3 

6.0614* 



^ 79 

ERIC 





Cndc at Classification Level 2 



Respon.He Option 



2 

•IrT 

3 



Group Number (G.) 

4 
3 



I 
I 

.7263 
6.9120* 
I4.I795* 



Grade at Classification Level 3 



K<*Hpons<* Option 



- 3 
I 



Group Number (G.) 
3 
4 
1 



2 

2 

2.6125 

3.7446* 

2.1804 



6.6634* 
14.2651* 



3 
3 

.5671 
.5786 



4^7 
4 



.1067 



4-7 
4 



.2930 



, Noir: — Only ihonr factor levels having significant itimple main effects had Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Tests 
|)<*rrormt*d. 
*p <05. 

CI ^Claitttiriration. with Cl j -officer; CI 2 -airmen; Cl^ ^civilian. 
G -Grade with G j -1-3; G^ -4-5; -6-7; G^ -8+ . 

Organizational Communications Climate (n =4107). The analysis of variance indicated 
significant main effects for grade (C) (p <05) and for the interaction (CIXG) (p <00l). Tests for 
simple, main effects indicated thai for classification (Cl) all jevels of grade (G) were significant 
t-xcepti^or level g^. For grade (G) ali levels of classification (Cl) were significant. The Newman- 
Keuls Sequential Range test indicated for grade at cJassification lev^l cl| significant differences 
hetweei^ grade level g2 and grade levels gj and g^. For grade at dasslfication level CI2, gj differed 
significantly from g^ and g^. Grade at classification level CI3 indicated significant differences 
. kelvrrcn gj and grade;» g2 and g^. 

The J^ewman-Keuls Sequential Range test for classification (Cl) at grade level g| indicated 
riassification level clj differed significantly from level CI3. For classification at g2, there were 
significant differences indicated between classification level cl j and levels CI2 and clg. On the other 
hand, for classification at grade level g^^ iheonly significant difference was between classification clg 
and el 3. \ 

J^^ Related Satisfaction (n =3879). The analysis of variance indicated significant main 
rffc-rts for riassificaiiou and grade^ as well as a significant interaction (C|XC) (p «M)l). Tesis for 
>impje main effects indicated that for classification (CI) all levels of grade (C) were significant. Also 
for grade (G), all classification (C|) were significan^except for CI3. The Newr^^n-Kents Sequential 
^nge Jest indicated for classification at g| significant i^ilfferepces for clwification level cl^ aid 
riassifiration levels c| j and c}2-<^or classification at gg, all grade levcis differed significantly from 
l at h other. Classification at gj had signilicantly differing means for classification jevej c 12 and levels 
rl I and c|3. while classification at g^ bad jHI I'-vejs of classification differing significantly from each 

■ ,s so ■ 
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The Newraa -Keuls SeQuential Range TeSl for grade at clj indicated that --ade level g2 
differed signifirantly from g^ and that gj differed from grade levels g2 and g^. Fv grade at cl2» 
grade level g| differed significan^y from g3 and g^, and grade level g2^ also significantly differed 
from _g|^ and g^. On the other hand, grade at cl^ had only one pair of means. g2 and g^, which 
significantly differed from each other. 
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♦Ts) and c 1 

mdirafrd lha»: clpWification at ra^ (white) Had di'fferen 
^hirh (iifft-red signiricanlly from classification groups cl | (officers) md 

The Newman-Ke nLsKSt-qucntial R ange Tesl for race indicated that race at classification It-vA < I j 
iolfirers) and rare \rv^\ ra , (other) differed significantly from the olh»-r rare groups (ra.> — black and 
ra, — Hhit*-), For raci- at classification level cl-^ (civilians). rac«^ group raj (oth»-r) diff»-red 
•i^iiif i< aiitly from group ra-^ (white). 

Table T-l Ana^sis of Variance Summary Table for 
Classification (CI) by Race (Ra) 



df 



MS 



(ilaiunfiraiion (Cl) 

('la.%fiifi< jtton X Biirr 
Vithin CrII 



Crnrnii OryantzaliDiul Cbmalt 



Ra) 



2 
2 
\ 



12.2027 
11.3680 
3.5381 
.Mo02 



12.7085 
1 1 83^2 
3.;>817 



(M)| 

.005 



rUMMift.ratioh (CI ) 
(iUivti float ion x R jirr 

u iihiii on 



(Cl 



2 



1.2258 
llMl 

1.02<>*J 



! . 1 <K)2 
1 1278 
.*^i23 



304 
324 
45f) 



Cla^^i~^alion {(. 1 ) 
ftjrr (Ra) 

<:iaiiKiriralioii \ Rarr (C I x Ra) 
Within I VII 



4 



4 6401 
^.6077 
1.1028 



33 f)3<>6 
4.2078 
4 I 783 



.(M)l 

.015 
(H)2 



Cl!.i^iri('ali<>h (C I) 
H»i^ (Ra) 

<:ia.v»ifiranon x Rair '(.j x H 4) 
U 'lhin Oil 



Prrrcivcd Pn»ducdviS 



4 

M83 



13.3]fH) 
>,h)!5 
1 ] 



3.1230 
1 1.2856 
4:3Q**«) 



044 
(K)I 
(HM 



S2 



fable 7-2. Simple Main Efiecte Sununaiy lable 
for Classification ^1) by Race (Ra) 



Sou 



CI at raj 
CI at ra«^ 
C\ at ja^ 

WithiD Cell 



Ha at rl ^ 

Ra at CI2 
Ra at cl~ 

Withfo Cell 



Ct at ra. 
CI at ra^ 
CI at ; I 

Wiihio Cell 



Ra at cl I 
if a at 

Ra »t clZ 

Witi:- Cell 



CI at raj 
Ci at ra<^ 
11 at ra^ 

Witbio Cell 



R£ ct cl, 
Ra at cl., 
Ra at cl^ 

Wirbin Cell 



Cl at raj 
Cl at ^2 
( I at ra^ 

Within Ceil 



Ra ai cl I 
Ra at cl^ 
at c\Z 

WithTo Cell 



df 


MS 


F 


p 


Geneia 


1 Oi^ankatioiial Cfimale 






2 


2.527 


2.632 


- 

.072 


2 


2^78 


2372 


.093 


2 


. 107.433 


111.886 


.001 


_ 4090 


.960 






• 

2 


6.767 


*-04X 


.001 


2 


1.457 


1 CIO 

I.5I0 


♦219 


2 


4.577 


4.766 


.009 


4090 


.960 






OvgaiuzJitioiuiI Conununications Cfimale 






? 


.968 


•"40 


3" I 




.660 


AAA. 

.040 


.024 


2 


1.530 


1.485 


.227 


4090 


1.030 






2 


.139 


.loo 


0*74 
•9*4 


2 


2.433 




AA4 

.094 


2 


2.124 


2.063 


.127 


4090 


1.030 






Job Rebted Satis&ctioii 






2 


10.191 


0 Oil 1 


.001 


2 


2.563 


- _Z.o24 


.09o 


2 


161547 


146.488 


.001 


3860 


I.I03 






2 


1.042 


•744 


9 DA 


2 


.912 


00*7 


.438 


2 


8.560 


T.ToJ 


AA1 


3860 


I.I03 






Peicehred Pkoductivitjr 






2 


.725 


.614 


.541 


2 


1.283 


1.087 


.337 


2 


52J31 


44352 


:001 


4183 


I.I80 






2 


4J06 


3.650 


.026 


2 


1.135 


.962 


382 


2 


12:223 


10360 


.001 


4183 


I.I80 







Ra -Race with Raj -other; Rag -black; Ra^ -white. 

Cl »Cla«sincation with Clj "officer; CI2 "ainnen; Cl^ -civiliaa. 



Table r->3. Newman-Keuk Sequential Rai^e Testfor 
Clas8ifica&>c <C1) by Race*(Ra) 



CeneiBl Oiganiutioiial Cte«ie 



Ckttificalion atlUce Level 3 



• Re«jpon«e Option 2 ! 3:^ 

Croup Number (CI.) 2 3 

' ! 1 18.8398*? 2.7150 

Race at Ckssification Level I : 

Response Option 1^,46 3 

Croup Number (RaO I 2 

I 2 " 3.2270* 

5 3 53079* ^766 

Race at Classifieatlott Level 3 

Response Option 1^,4,6 3 

Croup Nnmber (RaO I 2 

f - 2 ' .1055 

^ 3 3.8435* 2.4716 



Job Related Satiafrction 



Classification at Race Level I 

Response Option | 2 

Croup Number <CI.) I _ 2 

2 2 " 1.3423 

3 4.3508* 5.6912* 

Classification at Race Level 3 

P *.^^>onsc Option 2 | 

Croup Nnmber (CI-) 2 1 

' I ' 3.0277* 

3-6 3 24.0934* 183184* 

Race at Classification Level 3 

Respoii^K Option 3 1^,4,6 

Croup Number (Ra.) 2 I 

1^4,6 , « .4988 

3 3J221* 4.5346* 



Peiceived Piodnctivit3r 



Classification ctRace Level 3 

R rsponnc Option 2 | 

Croup Number (CI.) 2 | 

1 " 9.6778* 

3-* 3 11.0720* 2.0554* 
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Tabie t-3 [Continued) 






Peicehred Producfivitjr 




Race atChssifiealion Level 1 






RespODje Option 

3 
5 


Group Number (Ra.) 1 

2 1.9217 

3 3.768S* 

Race atClassificalion Level 3 




3 
2 

.743i 


Response Option 

3 
5 


Group Number (Ra.) 2 

2 ' 1.6964 

3 63333* 




3 

2 

2.4183 



Note: — Only those factor leveU having significant simple main effecU had Newman-Keuls Sequential Range TesU 



performed, 
•p <05. 

CI "Classiflcation with Clj -officer; Clg -airmen; Cl^ -civilian. 
Ra -Race with Ra| »other; Ra2 -black; Ra^ -white. 

Organizational Communications Climate (n =4099). The main effects and interaction 
effect for classification and race were not significant. 

Job Related Satisfaction (n ^3869). X^e aoalysis of variance indicated that tests for main 
effects and interaction effect were significant (classification ^ <OOI,race ==p <02, interaction =p < 
.002). _ Tests for simple main effects (Table 25) associated with classification indicated that 
classification was significantly different for race levels raj (other) and ra^ (white). Siziple main 
effects for race were significantly different for classification level cl^ (civilians) . The Newman-Keuls 
Sequential Range Test indicated for classification at ra| (other) significant differences between 
classification level cl^ (civilians) and the two other classification leveb (cl | and ci2) existed. For 
classification at ra^ (white), all mean pairs differed significantly firom each other: 

The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test for race at cl^ (civilians) indicated that race level 
raj (whit^) differed significantly from race levels ra| (other) and ra2 (black). 

Perceived Productiv ity ( n =4 1 92), The analysis of variance indicated that the main effects 
for clasnficatioD and race and the interaction effect were significant (classification, p <04; race, p < 
^Opi; and interaction, p <.Q01). Tests for simple main effects associated with classification was 
significant for race level rag (whlte.L Simple main 7ert8 for race were significant for classification 
levels ci| (officers) and cl^ (civilisins). The Nei%^an-Keujs Sequential Range Test indicates for 
classification at race level ra^ (white) significant differenctss between all r^ean pairs. 

The Ncwman-keuls Test for race at classification level cl^ (officers) indicated a Mgnifi«'nt 
difference between race level ra| (other) and level ra^ (white). For race at classification level cl^ 
(civilians), there was also the same relationship of level ra| (other) differing significantly from ra^ 
(white). 
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APPENDIX U: ANALYSIS OF CLASSIFICATION BY SEX 



The analysis of variance data for classification by sex are provided^n Table U-l, the simple 
main effects are smnmarized in table U-2, and the Newman-Keuls SeqaeiTtial Range Test results are 
j»resenled in Table U-3. 

General O rg.7nizationai Climate (n ^086). For Ceneralth-ganizational Climate, only the 
main effect for class^ification (CI) was significant (p <.00l). Simplj^^mitin effects indicated that 
•'I;i>sincation for males and female; were significant beyond the .0^1 level- The Newman-Keuls 
^e(|ueniia} Range Tesi for classification at sj (males) indicated significant differences between 
ion level cl^ (airmen) and the other two levels (cl^.'^officers, clj— civilians). For 
• l:i>>ifiraiion M (femaied), all classification levels differed significantly from each other. 

Organisational Communication Climate (n =^ 4086). T^^^^s for inain effects and 
inieraeUou were nol significant. 



Table {/ -7. Analysis of Variance Summaiy Table for 
Classification iffll) by Sex (S) 



df MS F 



<lld>i«tn(*at 1(111 \ Sr\ (C \ S) 
^ U lllltll i:rii 



GeiKikl Oiganizatioiuil Climaie 

2 
I 

2 

4080 



41.3886 43 0562 .001 

2.7258 2.8356 .092 

.9428 .9808 .375 
.9613 



Organizational Communications Climale 
(!la»in(-atMHi 2 1305 



... - .1266 .881 

V\V . , 1 .0169 .0163 .898 

ria^Mriraiioii N .si-x (r N S) 2 .4953 .4805 619 



Job Helatrd Satis&iction 



< Ju«-tnr;t!ii>it V Sf\ ((: \ S) 
VI Hliiii CrII 



J 23. 1778 
7.2402 
2.1804 
1.1002 



111 9627 
6.5810 
1.9818 



.901 
.010 
.138 



Prit»n'ed Producdvm 



< l.i««ir»t-aliop (CI) 

>.-\ iS) 
)x itii.,1 on 



1 

417.-; 



34."528 
.OOfKi 
4.9702 
1.1821 



?9.5690 
4.2(W> 



.001 
.982 
.01.S 
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Table 11-2, Simpie Main Eflects Sumnuiiy Ikble 
for Classification (CI) by Sex ^) 



So nice 



df 



MS 



CI at 0. 

WItitia Cell 



Ce~>.eiml Oiganizational Cfimalc 



2 
2 

4080 



103.1874 
10.8055 
.9613 



107.3415 
11.2405 



CI at 8, 

CI at 4 

Wiibin Cell 

S at cl I 
S atcU 
S atxli 

WiOiin Cell 



Cl at 

Clat^ 

Wi&hi Cell 



Job Related Satisfrctibn 

2 

3852 



933320 
51.1243 
1.1002 



1 
1 
1 

3852 



3.1310 
.4104 
6.7?36 
1.1002 



PeicrivcH ?iodiictmljr 



2 
2 

4175 



32.3736 
21.9043 
1.1^1 



85^863 
46.4682 



2.8458 
3730 
6.1113 



273865 
183300 



.001 
.001 



.092 
341 
.013 



.001 
.001 



S at cl| 
S«cl2 
S at cU 

Wt&m Cell 



1 

1 
1 

4175 



.1105 
43405 
5.4307 
1.1821 



CI ^Clamlication with Clj ^officer: CI2 ^airmen: Cl^ ^ctvilian. 



S »Sex with s, »ina)e; ^2 » female. 



.0935 
3.8410 
43941 



.760 
.050 
.C32 



Table Newman-Keuis Sequential Ran^e Test for 
Ciassfficai^n ^i) by Sex ^) 



Ceneoi] Oiganoabonal CGmate 



Classificalion atSex Level 1 

'Re»ponsc Option 2 3^ 

Cr^. up Number (CI.) 2 3 

3-6 3 ' 13.1027* 

i 1 18.1875* 1.4030 

Classificalion at Sex Level 2 

Response Option 2 3-6 

Croup Number (RaO 2 3 

3^ 3 ' 57572* 

1 1 4.4799* J. 9524* 

Sex ct Chssificabon Level 3 

Responik' Opsion > 2. 

• Group Nun^ber (S./ 2 

1 ! * 4.16SI 





Table U-3 (Continued) 








Job Rekted Saibketion 









^ CkssiSeation atSex Level 1 






Response Option 

1 «^ 
3-6 


2 

Croup Number (CI.) "2 — 
1 ' Z0107 
^ 18.4202* 

Ckiss*6eation at Sex Level 2 


1 
1 

143595* 


c 


Response Option 
1 

3-6 


2 

Croup Number (CI.) 2 

1 ' 2,4734 
3 13.6333* 

SexatCkssitKatinn Level 3 


1 
1 

3.2926* 




Response Option 
2 


1 

Croup Number {$.) I 

2 ' 3.4964 






Hcrccircd fVodnctivit^ 


Ckssifcation at Sex Level 1 



Response Option 

3-6 
I 



Response Option 
1 

3^ 



Response Option 
1 

Response Option 



Croup Number (C1-) 
1 

Ckss^alion at Sex Level 2 



6.3159* 
9.3458* 



Croup Number (CK) 
1 ' 
3 



2 
2 

2.3983 
8 5742* 



3-6 
3 

1.0473 



1 

1.3174 



Sex atCkssifieaiion Level 2 



Croup Number (S.) 
1 ' 



2 
2 

2.7714* 



Sex atCkssification Level 3 



Croup Number (S-) 
2 ' 



1 

3.0317* 



Note: « Only those ficior levels having fi|^lfieafit simple maic effecU had Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Tests 
performoH. 
*j> <05. 

CI -ClassificaUon with CI, -officer; Cl« -airmen: CI, -civilian. 



S -Sex with Sj -male; $2 -female. 



EKLC 



Ke/a/prf :,aUsfacUon (n =38581 Te.K, for main effecis were significanl fcr das^ificaiicn 
(|i <.0()I) and sexjU) <.0l). Tesi for inierarci. . was nol significanl. Tesi for simpk main effecis 
.nairau-d ihal classificahon^for bolh s, (mal v) and (females) was significanl b^vond the OOi 
IryH. Tesi for simple main effecis for sex a I cij (civilians) was significanl (p <01): however, the 
nlhi-r classu'calion Icvck were r,ot significant. The Newman-Keuls 

riassifiralion al sj (males) and al (females) indicated significanl <yfferenc^ between cUssSti^ 
IrvH f I3 (civilians; and ihe o'Jicr fwc levels (cl officcT * 
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lis Sequenlial Range Tesi for 
fferenceJ 
ers. CI2— airmen). 



*riir \rwiti;iti-ki*u{> Sequeniia! Range Test for sex at cl^ (civilians) also indicated that male 
If III rmiait' riviiiaii> >ij:nificantly differed in their responses concerning job satisfaction. 

I*ervei\'ed Ptoduclicity (n ^4181 ). Test for main effects was significant for classification (p 
';iM>j) iitii luti for M \. Trsi for interaction (CIXS) was significant (p <02). Tests for simple main 
. lirri> itMiri aiiMi ilial ria^ifiralion at Sj (males) and at (females) were s'^jnificant beyond the *001 

♦ Siiiiplf main «*ffrri> for sex by classification level cl^ (airmen) and ci^ (civilian) were 
•«:iiirM aiil!> diffiTriii ai ilu' .05 and .03 levels respecliv.Hy. The Newman-Keuls Sequential Range 

* li>rr!a7»ini'aiioii al (males) indicated that male airmen (cl.>) differed significantly from male 
.»i{if. r> (i l |) ami inair rivilians (cl-^). Classification at (females) indicated thit female airmen 

• I.)) iliffrrtMl Innn rriiialr civilians (cl^). 

The N«'Hinaii-krnl>Srqurniial RangeTest for sex at classification level cl^ (airmen) and atc^ 
.\ilian-) iiHlieaird luiAr and frmale airmen and civilians differed significantly in their perceptions 
i |tr«Hliirri% ii) . ' 
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APPENDIX F: ANALYSIS OF SEX BY COMMUNICAtlON 



^ The analysu of variance data for sex by communicadon are provided in Table V-1, the ample 
main effects arc snmmarized in Table and the Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test results are 
presented in TaWe 

General Orgmixational Climate (n =4108), For General Oiganizational Climate, the 
main effect for sex and the mteracdon efiect (SXC) were not significant. The test for simple main 
effects iniBoated that commnnications (C) was significantly (p <Opl) different for ma es (sji). The 
Newmu-Kenis Seqnendai Range Test indicated that aU commnnicadons levels for males differed 
si^ificantly from «aich other. Figure 22 indicates thai c^ was the highest, followed in descending 
order by cg, C2, and cj. 



Table V.l . Analysfc ofV.««e Snnuaaiy Table for Sex 6) 
by CommimicatiDn (P) 




Sex (S) 

Communicatioa (C) 
S«x X Commuoication (S x C) 
Within Cell 



1 

3 
3 

4074 



1^7^ 
15.9058 
.7644 
.9928 



1.8439 
16.0209 
.7700 



.175 

:ooi 

.511 



Sex (S) 

Communication (C) 

Sex_x Communication (S x C) 

^ Within Cell 



OigaoizaiionalCommanicataons Cfimale 

J 
3 
3 

4074 



2.8420 
.4915 
.9238 

1.03G8 



Z7572 
.4768 
.8962 



.097 
.698 
.442 



Sex (S) 

Communication (C) , 
Sex X Communicarion (S x C) 
Within Cell 



Job Rekled SatE&ction 

I 
3 
3 

3845 



22:0318 
5.0854 
1.9780 
1.1693 



18.8427 
43493 
1.6917 



.001 
.005 
.167 



Sex (S) 

Comm_utticat^on (C) 
Sex^ Communicition (S x C) 
Within Cell 



Perceived I^docth^ 



I 
3 
3 

4167 



4.4952 
2y.l686 
ii)797 
1.1593 



3.8776 
25.1609 
.9313 



.049 
.001 
.425 
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Table ^-2. Simple Ma ia Effects SummaiyTabfe 
for FcurCziiexia, Sex (S) by Communicatbn (C) 



Souitr 



df 



MS 



Genecsl OiganizAtional C&ncse 



Siinple Efircbk fi*rSex 

S ill cj 
S iit C.y 
S at 
S at^j 

Within Oil 



I 
1 
I 

_ i 

4074 



1.039 

.645 
3.59T 
.993 



1.046 
.235 
.650 

3.623 



307 

:628 

.421 
.057 



Simplr Efirct» forCommumcation 

(I at s, 

Can 

U iihin <.>11 



''I 



3 
3 

4074 



29321 
,977 
.993 



29.534 
.984 



.001 
399 



OiganizatioiiJil Commonicatioiis CSmale 



Sonplr Eflrcbt ferSrx 
S al cj 
S at Cy 
S al r* 
S at rV 

Within on 



1 
I 
1 

1 

4074 



2.033 
314 

1.296 
.077 

1.031 



1.972 
304 

1.258 
.075 



.161 
^1 
^62 
.784 



.Stmplr Eflrcbi for Communication 



Cat 



C al s.> 
U'ithtn Crlt 



3 
3 

4074 



2.419 
300 
1.031 



2346 
.291 



.071 
.832 



Job Rekied S«tiifiic6on 



Simpir Kflrcls for Sex 

S al 
S al 



S al r^ 

W ilhin (>!1 



I 
I 
I 
_1 
4045 



.275 
8.441 
34.737 
17.643 

i:l69 



.235 
7^19 
29.707 
15.088 



.628 
.007 
.001 
.001 



Simpir Rflrrbi for Communication 

c <: at 1 
(lal! 
Within Oil 



"^l 



3 
3 

3845 



6.670 
3.072 
1.169 



5.705 
2.628 



.001 
.049 



Pen^eived Pioductivity 



Sliiiplr EflrclK forSrx 
S al r| 

S al r,y 
S al 



S al r 



W Hhtti Oil 



I 
1 

i 
1 

J 4167 



3.148 
.705 

1.019 
.001 

1.159 



2.715 
.608 
,879 
.001 



:;oo 

.436 
349 
1.001 



Siliipir Eflrcis forf'ommunication 

(I at S| 
C at s., 
Within Oil . " ' 



3 

3 

4167 



62.891 
5.939 
1.159 



54.249 
5.123 



.001 

M2 
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Table V-B. Kewman-Ketds Sequent! Range 
Sex ^) by Conuntmication (C) 


— - 
Test for 






Geneai Otganiutioiui! Cfimale 









Cominimieation at Sex Level 1 






Respoone Option 

1 

2 
3 


X 

... A 

Cronp Na£32>er (C) 1 

2 ' 3Ji6i;» 

3 6.0163* 

4 8^n» 


2 
2 

4:7287 
10.44%* 


3 

6.8593* 


Job Rekled Satbfrction 




Conuaunication at Sex Lerel 1 






Re«poQ»c Option 

1 
o 

3 


I 

Croup Nnmber (O 1 

2 ' 1.9788 

3 2^4707 

4 4.0403* 

C • j/onication at Sex Level 2 


2 
2 

.7621 
3.8679* 


3 
3 

3.9223* 


Re«pofMe Option 

1 

2 

3 


1 

Croup .\no*ber (C) I . _ 
Z ' 2^157 

3 3.1357 

4 3.7882* 

Sex at Communication Level 2 


z 

.9801 
2.0563 


3 
3 

1.5064 


R Mpons^Option 
I 


1 

Croup Number (SO 1 

2 ' 3.7996 

Sex at Coinmonication Lr -e! 3 






Response Option 

i 


I 

Croup Number (S.) ] 

2 ' 7.7088^ 

Sex at CommtmicaliDn Level 4 






Response Optiou 
I 


I 

Croup Nnmber (S.) I 

2 ' 5.4931* 






Pefceived Plnoductm^ 




Communication at Sex Level I 






Response Option 
1 

2 
3 


i 

Croup Number (C) 1 

2 " 6.67%* 

3 - -10.1946* 

4 , 13.6449* 

Communication at Sex Level 2 


2 
2 

6.0057* 
12.8111* 


3 
3 

8.2684* 


Response Opticvi 
I 

. 2 
3 


' .* , ■ '-- ^ ' 
Croup Number (C) I 

2 ' : 4708 

3 3.II13 

4 4.13%* 


2 
2 

2j590 
4.4058* 


3 
3 

2.0173 



— ^^^^ Slaving signincant simple main effecu had Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Tests 

performed. _ 

*p <.05._ 

C -Communication t*iih Cj -very jit ti«.]ittle: Cg -moderate: -very frequent; C. -JTmost continuous. 
S -Sex wjlL S| -male: Sg -female. 



Organizational Communications Climate (n ^4i08). The mailt effects an^ interaction 
were pot significant asing this criterion. 

Job Related Satisfaction (n =38 79)fTesXs for main efitcxs for sex (S) and commnnications 
(C) were sl^ificant beyond the .001 and .005 levels, r^pectively. The test for interaction was not 
significanL Tests for simple main effects associated with the commnnications &ctor indicated that 
communications were significaiktly different for males (s|) and female (82). The Newman-Kenls 
Sequential Range Test indicated that males (sj) r^ponse option 5 (almost continuous) had a 
response mean which was significantly higher than for aO othfr male j^ups. For females, the 
Newman-Keuls Sequential Range Test indicated that the responding to the very little and 

little category (c|, responses 1 _and_2) differed significantly from those reqN>nding to the very 
i^f^uent category (c^, response 5). Tests for nmple main effects associated with the sex factor and 
'^he Newman4Ceuls Sequential Range Tests indicate that sex significantly different for the 
commiinication levels, moderate {02) ^ very frequent (c^), and almost continuous (c^), with the 
female mean responses being hi^er than males for levels ce^ c^, and c^. 

Perceived Productivity (n =4205). Tests for main effects for sex (S) and communications 
(C) were dgnificant Beyond the .05 and *001 levels, respectively. The test for interaction was not 
significanL Tests for simple main effects associated with the communications &tctor indicated that 
communications were significantly different for males (s^) and female (s2)* The Newman-Keuls 
Sequential Range Test indicated that all communication levels for males differed sigpuficantly from 
each other with level c^ being the hijghest, c^ next, then C2^ and lastly cj. For females, the Newman- 
Keuls Sequei^Lial Range Test indicated that those responding almost continuous (c^) had a 
significantly hi^^r mean response when compared to those responding very little and little (cj) and 
moderate (c2)- 
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